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HEARING ON BILINGUAL EDUCATION

THURSDAY, JULY 22, 1953

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY,
AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION,
COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND LABOR,
Washington, DC.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 10:20 a.m., Room
2175, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dale E. Kildee, Chair-
man, presiding.

Mermr bers present: Representatives Kildee, Roemer, Becerra,
(f:rrecn English, Payne, Romero-Barcelo, Goodling, Gunderson, and

etri.

Staff present: Susan A. Wilhelm, subcommittee staff director;
Tom Kelley, subcommittee legislative associate; Jack Jenning, edu-
cation counsel, Committee on Education and Labor; Kris Gilbert,
majority staff, Committee on Education and Labor; and Lynn
Selmser, professional staff member and minority legislative associ-
ate.

Chairman KILDEE. The subcommittee meets this morning to con-
tinue hearings on H.R. 6, the reauthorization of the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act. Today we will discuss bilingual edu-
cation. Students entering school v-ith limited proficiency in English
face particularly difficult hurdles in achieving academically.

I want to remind people that the purpose of bilingual education
is to help students become proficient in the use of English while
using their native language for instruction so that these students
do not fall behind academically and so they can achieve grade pro-
motion and high graduation rates.

Today’s hearing will focus on ways to improve bilingual edu-
cation services provided under the Elementary and Seconﬁgry Edu-
cation Act. Before introducing today’s witnesses, I want to recog-
nize my good friend, the gentleman from Pennsylvania, the Rank-
ing Member of the full Education and Labor Committee and the
Ranking Member of the subcommittee, Mr. Goodling.

Mr. GOODLING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I encourage my colleagues to listen closely to all the views pre-
sented today on this important issue. Over the past 10 to 15 years.

I have had growing numbers of LEP students move into my con-
gressional district and schools are struggling to meet their nceds
without any State or Federal support.

The 19t} Congressional District is mostly rural. We don’t have
large nur.bers of students like some congressional districts. How-
ever, th.e number of students is growing and now more than ever
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it is important that we have the resources to ensure that they
learn English as quickly as possible in order to obtain a good edu-
cation.

I would like to wel~ome Marcia Kile who works with the English
as a Second Language program operated out of the Lincoln Inter-
mediate Unit in Adams County in my congressional district. I look
forward to today’s testimony and working on the legislation which
provides us with programs to assist communities in meeting the
needs of their LEP students.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much.

Because we have two Members and have work on the floor today,
we will dispense with the other opening statements and have those
entered into the record.

We will turn to Mr. Jose Serrano, a Member of Congress.

STATEMENT OF HON. JOSE SERRANO, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. SERRANO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, I come before you as the Chairman of the Con-
gressional Hispanic Caucus. I appreciate the opportunity to testify
on the effectiveness of Federal education programs for Latinos and
other language minorities.

School reform legislation that leaves out our Nation’s language-
minority students is not serious reform. The Census reveals that
one out of seven Americans today does not speak English at home.
One-third of the students in major urban districts are limited Eng-
lish proficient and reliable estimates place the number of limited
English-proficient students at between 2.3 million and 3.5 million.
This challenge confronts the entire Nation not merely the Coast
and big cities.

Over the past decade, the minority student population grew by
40 percent in Pennsylvania, 68 percent in California, 45 percent in
Ohio, and 72 percent in Wisconsin.

Language-minority students now comprise a third of the student
population in California, 28 percent in Texas, 23 percent in New
York, and 22 percent in Arizona.

Let us be clear, however. We are not here today to talk about im-
migration policy. We are not here today to debate language policy.
We are here today to help tlhe students in our schools. We are here
to build national education policy on the basis of what works in
education.

The Congressional Hispanic Caucus is planning to introduce leg-
islation that would amend the Elementary ang Secondary Edu-
cation Act and ensure that every child has the opportunity to learn.

Helping Latino, Asian and other langua e-tninority children to
meet and exceed high achievement stan§:r s in all curricula areas
while learning English is good for children and good for our coun-
try. Research has proven conclusively that sink-or-swim English
‘anguage imr ersion has never succeeded in effectively educating
our children.

As the National Academy of Sciences reported last year, “con-
trary to the widely accepted myth that earlier immigrant groups
managed without special programs, most immigrant children who
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entered schools were more likely to sink than swim in English-only
classrooms.” .

In 1890, for example, just 13 percent of the 12-year-olds enrolied
in New York public schools and those whose parents were foreign-
born went on to high school. In other words, we were losing nearly
9 out of 10 of tnose students before they entered high school. For
that reason, the academy noted that numerous 19th century public
schools in Ohio, Louisiana, and New Mexico used German, French
and Spanish for instruction.

German-English bilingual schools operated Jetween 1880 and
1917 in Ohio, Minnesota, and Maryland. In private schools, Ger-
man-English bilingual education flourished throughout the United
States. Those children, like today’s children, learned to speak Eng-
lish. The myth of instant English in which r.ew Americans learned
English as they walked down the ship’s gangplank has never been
true.

Study after study documents that today’s immigrants are learn-
ing English at least as fast as earlier generations. But in today’s
world, English-only is not enough. Sink or-swim immersion that
slows learning subject matter sets language-minority children up
for failure.

Children who seem to be doing well enough in kindergarten all
too often find themselves sinking like lead in subsequent school
years as the gap in academic achievement grows between these
students and those who came to school speaking English.

It is important to understand that bilingual education is not an
ideological issue. It is an educational issue. If you want children to
learn, support bilingual education. If you do not want children to
learn, oppose bilingual education. It is that simple.

It is the best way to teach children ¥nglish in ways that allow
them also to learn the math, science ad other skills they need
without falling behind.

The legislation planned by the Congressional Hispanic Caucus
would encourage a new generation of bilingual programs, movir
away from often isolated programs, to build system capacity to
serve all language-minority students. It strengthens support for bi-
lingual education by developiag a national network of research, de-
velopment and dissemination to help SEAs and LEAs initiate and
upgrade education.

While the number of LEP students has grown, 41 percent over
the past decade, only 7 percent of our Nation’s teachers are trained
in bilingual education. The Department of Education has estimated
that there is a shortage of 175,000 bilingual teachers. That is why
this legislation puts strong emphasis on developing bilingual teach-
ers. This includes reform of teacher preparation programs for gen-
eral teachers to ensure they know how to effectively work with
LEP students.

The legislation also clarifies the eligibility of limited English-pro-
ficient students to participate in Chapter 1. Bilingual education is
a small capacity building program Eased on competitive grants
serving only about 11 pers ..t of our Nation’s LEP students.

Chapter 1 is a formula-based program that drives educational
services to disadvantaged children throughout the Nation.
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A study by the Council of Chief State School Officers found that
in 12 of 31 States LEP students are receiving no Chapter 1 serv-
ices. As one Department of Education study found, the educational
support students get depends more on where they happen to live
than on that child’s education needs. Moreover, the Department of
Education’s prospect study and other research show that even
where LEP students are receiving Chapter 1 services, the services
are not structured to meet their needs.

The education a child gets should be based on that child’s edu-
cational needs, not the school district the child happens to live in.

The legislation provides for fair and appropriate inclusion of LEP
students in Chapter 1 with strengthened capacity-building through
Title VII.

Finally, I want to emphasize that these children are a unique re-
source. They will help America compete in world markets and con-
tinue as world leaders. The U.S. spends millions of dollars a year
to teach new languages to English speaking Americans. Ironically,
through English-only classrooms, we spend millions more teaching
language minorities to forget their native language as they learn
to speak English.

In today’s economy, English-only is not enough. As the Secretary
of Labor wrote in his fornier life as a professor, “The Work Of Na-
tions,” “The real economic challenge facing the United States io the
years ahead is to increase the potential value of what its citizens
can add to the global economy by enhancing their skills and capac-
ities and by improving their means of linking those skills and ca-
pacities to the world market.”

Yesterday American small business largely ignored international
opportunities. Today small firms are leading the way in developing
American exports. These opportunities pay. Average wages in ex-
port-related industries are 17 percent higher than nverage manu-
facturing wages.

NAFTA, GATT and other proposed free trade agreements would
make these 1anguage and international skills even more important.

This is a frontier of opportunity, Mr. Chairman. This ESEA reau-
thorization offers us the chance to begin cashing in on the un-
tapped resource of 1a1;guage minorities in the United States.

indergarten-level Chinese doesn’t do much when you need to
negotiate a multi-miilion dollar contract. Bilingual education can
help meet this challenge. For example, two-way bilingual programs
develop high levels of proficiency in both English and a second lan-
guage for all students. This can help America turn international
challenges into international opportunities for all Americans.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that languages open opportunities.
American students bring all the world languages to our classrooms.
While every child must gain command of English—the Caucus sup-
ports every child’s right and determination to gain full command
of English and build achievemeni in math, scietice and the rest of
the core curriculum. It simply makes sense to develop rather than
dismantle this uniquely American resource.

I urge that the Congressional Hispanic Caucus legislation be in-
cluded in the reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act. I look forward, Mr. Chairman, to working closely
with you, the Members of the committee, and the administration
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to ensure that quality education and opportunities are ensured for
every student.

Thank you.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much, Mr. Serrano.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Jose E. Serrano follows:]

STATENMENT OF HON. JOSE E. SERRANO, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. Chairman, I come before you as the Chairman of the Congressional Hispanic
Caucus. I appreciate the opportunity to testify on the effectiveness of Federal edu-
cation programs for Latinos and other language minorities.

School reform legislation that leaves out our Nation's language-minority students
is not serious reform.

The Census reveals that one-out-of-seven Americans today does not speak English
at home. One-third of the students in major urban districts are limited-English pro-
ficient. And reliable estimates place the number of limited-English proficient stu-
dents at between 2.3 and 3.5 million.

This challenﬁe confronts the entire Nation, not merely the Coast and big cities.
Over the past decade, the language minority student population grew by 40 percent
in Pennsylvania, 68 percent in California, 45 percent in Ohio, and 72 percent in
Wisconsin. Language-minority students now comprise a third of the student popu-
lation in California, 28 percent in Texas, 23 percent in New York, and 22 percent
in Arizona.

Let's be clear. We are not here today to talk about immigration policy. We are
not here today to debate language policy. We are here today to help the students
in our schools. We are here to build national education policy on the basis of what
works in education.

The Congressivnal Hispanic Caucus is planning to introduce legislation that
would amend the Elementary and Secondary Education Act and ensure that every
child has the opportunity to learn. Helping Latino, Asian and other language-minor-
it¥l children to meet ang exceed high achievement standards in all curricula areas
while learning English is good for kids and good for America.

Research has proven conclusively that sink-or-swim English la?&'uage immersion
at

has never succeeded in effectively educating our children. As the tonal Academy
of Sciences reported last year, “Contrary to the widely accepted myth that earlier
immigrant groups managed without special programs, most immigrant children who
entered schools were more likely to sink than swim in English-only classrooms. In
1890, for example, just 13 percent of the 12-year-olds enrolled in New York public
schools and whose parents were foreign-born went on to high school” In other
Kptﬁis, I:velwere losing nearly 9 out ognl(‘/ of those students before they entered
igh school.
or that very reason, the Academy noted that numerous 19th century public
schools in Ohio, Louisiana, and New Mexico, used German, French and Spanish for
instruction. German-English bilingual schools operated between 1880 and 1917 in
Ohio, Minnesota, and Maryland. In private schools, German-Englisk. bilingual edu-
cation flourished throughout the United States. Those children, like today's chil-
dren, learned English.

The myth of “instant English” in which new Americans learned Zngiish as they
walked down the ship’s gangplank has never been true. Study after study docu-
ments that today’s immigrants are learning English at least as fast as earlier gen-
erations.

But in today’s world, English-only is not enough. Sink-or-swim immersion that
slows learning subject matter sets language-minority children up for failure. Chil-
dren who seem to be doing well enough in Ejndergarten all too often find themselves
sinking like lead in subsequent school years as the gap in academic achieve.nent
grows between these students and those who came to school speaking English

It is important to understand that bilingual education is not an ideological issue.
It is an educational issue. If you do not want kids to learn, oppose bilin,-ual edu-
cation. It's that simple. It is the best way to teach kids English in ways that allow
f}?exél also to learn the math, science, and other skills they need without falling he-
1ind.

The legislation planned by the Congressional Hispanic Caucus would encourage
a new generation of bilingual pro%rams—moving from often isolated programs to
build system capacity to serve all language-minority students. It strengthens sup-
port for bilingual education by developing a national network of research, develop-
ment and dissemination to help SEAs and LEAs initiate and upgrade education.
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While the number of LEP students has grown 41 percent over the past decade,
only 7 percent of our Nation’s teachers are trained in bilingual education. The De-
partment of Education has estimated that there is a shortage of 175,000 bilingual
teachers. That is why this legislation puts strong emphasis on developing bilinﬁ'ua.]
teachers. This includes reform of teacher preparation programs for general teachers
to ensure they know how to effectively work with LEP students.

The legislation also clarifies the e{igibility of limited-English proficient students
to participate in Chapter 1. Bilingual education is a small capacity building program
based on competitive grants, serving only about 11 percent of our Nation's LEP stu-
dents; Chapter 1 is a formula-based program that drives educational services to dis-
advantagetf children throughout the Nation. A study by the Couvncil of Chief State
School Officers found that in 12 of 31 States, LEP students are receiving no Chap-
ter 1 services. As one Department of Education study found, the educational support
students get depends more on where they happen to live than on that child’s edu-
cation needs. Moreover, the Department of Education’s “Prospects” study and other
research show that even where LEP students are receiving Chapter 1 services, the
services are not structured to meet their needs.

The education a child gets should be based on that child’s educational needs—not
the school district th: child happens to live in. The legislation provides for fair and
appropriate inclusion of LEP students in Chapter 1, with strengthened capacity-
building through Title VII.

Finally, I want to emphasize that these children are a unique resource; they will
help America compete in world markets and continue as world leader. The U.S.
spends millions of dollars a year to teach new languages to English-speaking Ameri-
cans. Ironically, through English-only classrooms, we spend millions more teaching
language minorities to forget their native language as they learn to speak English.

In today's economy, English-only is not enough. As Robert Reich wrote in The
Work Of Nations: “The real economic challenge facing the United States in the
years ahead is to increase the potential value of what its citizens can add to the
global economy by enhancin% their skills and capacities and by improving ‘their
means of linking those skills and capacities to the world market.”

Yesterday, American small business largely ignored international opportunities.
Today, small firms are leading the way in developing American exports. These op-
portunities pay. Average wages in export-related industries are 17 percent higher
than average manufacturing wages. NAFTA, GATT and other proposed free trade
agreements would make these language and international skills even more impor-
tant.

This is a frontier of opportunity. This ESEA reauthorization offers us the chance
to begin cashing in on the untapped resource of language minorities in the U.S. Kin-
dergarten-level Chinese doesn’t go much when you need to negotiate 8 multimillion
dollar contract. Bilingual education can help meet this challenge. For example, “2-
wag" bilingual programs develog‘ high levels of proficiency in both English and a sec-
ond language for all students. This can help America turn international challenges

into international opgortunities for all Americans.

Mr. Chairman, I believe that languages open Wortunities. America’s students
bring all the world languages to our classrooms. ile every child must gain com-
mand of English and build achievement in math, science, and the rest of the core

curriculum, it simply makes sense to develop rather than dismantle this uniquely
American resource.

I urge that the Congressional Hispanic Caucus legislation be included in the reau-
thorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act.

I look forward to continuing to work closely with Chairman Kildee, the Members,
and the administration to ensure that quality education op; ortunities are ensured
for every student.

Chairman KILDEE. One observation. Many years ago—I have not
traveled since I have been in Congress, but many years ago, I took
a year off from my teaching duties and traveled around the world
in 1980 some countries and discovered that the United States is
probably the most monolingual country in the world as far as our
ability to deal with the rest of the world.

I lived a year in Pakistan and my assistant there in Pakistan
spoke three languages fluently, English very fluently, Pushtu,
which is the language of the Pathans in the Khyber Pass, and
Urdu or Sindhi, and his ability to serve himself and serve his coun-
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try was greatly enhanced by the fact that he was more than just
monolingual.

So I do think there is a great deal to be said for individuals being
bilingual and retaining their ability to speak more than one lan-
guage.

Mr. SERRANO. This is probably a horrible example, but it is one
that makes the point. During the 1960s era of spaghetti westerns,
the French Italian and Spanish actors did their own dubbing in
three languages. The American actors had to have other actors dub
their voices in other languages. You have never heard what
Charles Bronson can sound like dubbed in Spanish.

It takes away the meanness of the approach.

Chairman KILDEE. It would be a terrible educational failure and
social failure for students not to become proficient in English, but
to be able to speak another language is good for them and good for
our country also.

Our next witness is Congressman Roth my good friend from the
neighboring State of Wisconsin.

STATEMENT OF HON. TOBY ROTH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF WISCONSIN

Mr. ROTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and we are good friends,
as I hope I am of all the Members of this cornmittee.

I am delighted to be here today. The reason I got interested in
this issue is because I am concerned with what is happening to

America culturally. As I see America, we are people from every cor-
ner of the globe, from every linguistic and cultural background, but
we are all Americans. Why? Because we have a wonderful com-
mgnality called the English language and I feel we are losing that
today.

I do feel that we want our children to be proficient in foreign lan-
guages, you bet. All of my children either took foreign languages
or are taking foreign languages in school, but that is different from
the issue before us of bilingual education. In bilingual education,
I feel that many times these young people grow up and are not pro-
ficient in any language, and I am here today to speak for these
children and their parents, Mr. Chairman and Members. Someone
has to say what these children and their parents know to be true,
that without English, these young people are doomed to a second-
class future.

English is the language of opportunity in America. Do these pro-
grams continue because parents support them? No. These programs
cont.nue despite parental opposition.

Que of the most moving statements on this subject was made by
Ernesto Ortiz, a foreman on a south Texas ranch, who said: “My
children learn Spanish in school 80 they can grow up to be bus boys
and waiters. I teach them English at home so they can grow up to
be doctors and lawyers.”

Thomas Sowell, in his book “Inside American Education,” cited
numerous surveys providing that a great majority of Hispanic par-
ents—more than three-fourths of Mexican-American parents and
more than four-fifths of Cuban-American parents—are opposed to
teaching Spanish in school at the expense of English.
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These feelings from Hispanic parents are understandable and
laudable. Consider the plight of a non-English speaker in America.
Newspaper want-ads offering jobs are meaningless. Writing an ef-
fective resume is even more difficult. The most tragic aspect of
failed bilingual education programs is that they relegate these pu-
pils to second-class economic status.

Right now I suspect there are more supporters of bilingual edu-
cation in this hearing room than there are in the rest of the coun-
try combined.

President Reagan reminded us that Washington, DC is the home
of the iron triangle. That triangle is composed of three parts: the
lobbyists who make their living from an issue; the bureaucrats who
also make a living from an issue; and the sympathetic members of
the news media. The bilingual education programs Congress wants
to renew today are being pushed by the very same iron triangle of
which the American people tell us they are so sick and tired.

The time has come to admit that transitional bilingual education
does not work. The evidence has been in for some time. Transi-
tional bilingual education is a dismal failure at what Congress spe-
cifically asked it to accomplish; that is, to teach English.

Even advocates of bilingual programs have been forced to admit
that these programs do not work. Thomas Carter and Roberto
Segura in their book, “Mexican-Americans in School: A Decade of
Cl ange,” confess that governmental financial support for bilingual
education will diminish rapidly as it becomes increasingly clear to
legislators that the goals of improved Chicano academic achieve-
ment are not met.

That was said in 1979. Most people don’t know that Congress
mandated bilingual education nationally in 1974, with little evi-
dence of its success. This was the Red Queen in Alice and Wonder-
land: Sentence first, verdict afterwards. Today the search for proof
that these programs actually help immigrant children learn Eng-
lish continues without success.

The most thorough study in this area was released in 1986 oy
Christine Rossell and Michael Ross. Rossell and Ross reviewed
eve: ' study they could find on the subject from the 1960s to 1984.
Their aim was to find if bilingual education actually helps students
learn English.

As they bluntly point out, “Not a single study has found transi-
tional bilingual education to be superior to structured immersion.”

I ask that the complete study appear in the record at this point.

Chairman KILDEE. Without objection, it certainly will be included
in the committee file.

[The information follows:]
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The Social Science Evidence on Bilingual
Education

CHRISTINE H. ROSSELL*
J. MICHAEL ROSS**

Introduction

After a decade of rapid growth in federally funded bilingual education—the
current budget exceeds $200 million of which $143 million goes to Title Vil
alone—questions are increasingly being asked about its purpose, its effec-
tiveness, and its future. This paper addresses these issues by, first, describing
the role of social science research evidence in the development of federal and
court policy on bilingual education; second, by assessing the research evidence
on policy alternatives for educating children who do not speak English; and
+hird; by making some policy recommendations to improve the educational
achievement of linguistic minorities”>This paper builds o and is indebted to
earlier reviews of the literature, but offers a different interpretation of the
research than most. Furthermore, unlike a traditional review of the rescarch,
we have tried to offer an explanation for the disparate findings of the research
rather than simply a *‘headcount.” We believe this is particularly necessary for
controversial social programs where the tendency of cnics is to argue that
**nothing works™* when research findings contradict cach other.

There are two characteristics of the research and writing on bilingeal educa-
tion which stand out. The first is that much of it consists of local evaluations
with inadequate rescarch designs. These local evaluators are usually unable to
assemble a **control’ group; that is, students similar to those receiving
bilingual education in every way except that they are not in a bilingual educa-
tion program. Thus, these evaluators typically examine gains in educational
achievement before and after the bilingual education program for students
enrolled in it without ever comparing these gains to what might kave been
achieved if they had not been in the program (i.c., the contro! group’s gain). To

their credit, many of the cvaluators forced te use this model understand they
can draw 1 policy conclusions from it. Unfortunately, many do not and
numerous reviewers have compounded the error by uncritically citing these and

*Ph.D.. Pobtical Sceence. University of Southern Califorma. Associate Professor. Political Science,
Boston Universaty,

**Ph D.. Socwology. Harvand Universaty: formerly Associate Frolessor of Socivlogy a Boston Univer-
sity. President. Aggregale Data Analysis, Washicgion, D.C.. downg independest studics 1n school desegrega-
tion and educatiomsl research.
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other flawed studies as support for transitional bilingual education as the policy
altemative that will produce the greatest English language achievement.

The second characteristic of the research is that, as is common with contro-
versial social programs with egalitanian goals, the evaluators and those who
review and integrate the research, are also passionate advocates of bilingual
education for political or ideological reasons. The disgraceful treatment of
fnguistic minorities in this country—the mislabeling of limited English prof-
ciency (LEP) children as mentally retzrded, their high dropout or pushout rate
because they have been allowed to flounder in an alien, hostite environment, or
actually punished for using their mother tonguc—may have infloenced many
social scieatists, bilingual education lawyers, and reviewers of the research to
believe that any policy which ignores the mother tongue in favor of English is
racist, and any policy which maintains the mother tongue, however inade-
quately, is equitable. This has created an atmosphere in which it is difficult for
an academic 10 criticize current policy in this field. It has also created an
atmosphere in which it is all too easy to intexpret flawed studies as support for
bilingual education and to reject or ignore competent, relevant studies with
conflicting findings.

We belicve that the education of linguistic minorities in this country is too
important to be dominated by one viewpoint and that other interpretations of
te research ought to be part of the discussion of policy alternatives. Hence,
this paper will offer our interpretation of what the social science research has to
say with regand to the education of linguistic minorities and the influence this
research has had on the courts and federal policy.

Our discussion is centered on analyzing a program whose avowed goal is to
“'transition”” non-English speaking students from their native toague to English
and to produce the highest English language achievement of which that student
is capable. We are quite aware that is a politically-influenced goal which
may not be a particularly desirable onc. Indeed, if the issuc were a purcly
pedagogical one, we would probably be discussing how best to bolster the
linguistic advanlage of speakers of other languages instead of how to
transition them from potential bilingualism into assured monotingualism. But
the supporters of transitional bilingual education have not disputed the goal
of the program and thus our task is to evaluate whether it achieves that goal.
In our conclusions we discuss other goals such as bilingual maintenance,
which we view as at least as desirable as the goal of transitioning students
from native tongue monolingualism to English language monolingualism.

Language Exclusion and Equal Educational Opportunity

As an abstract principle, equal educational opportunity is highly valued, but
in practice there appears to be no consensus as to what it is. YudofT cites three
definitions: 1) every child must have cqual access to schooling resources (equal

id
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dotlars or equal facilitics and services) unless a compelling state interest has
been demonstrased to the coatrary; 2) all public school students, regardless of
face or ethnic origin, must be treated in a nondiscriminatory manner: and
3) inequalities among individuals in the effectiveness of resources and the
outcomes of schooling must be compensated for by the state.! With regard to
linguistic minorities, the plamtiffs have often been able 1o persuade the courts
that equal educational oppaxtunity is the third, and most stringent, of these
definitions: equal achievernent.

Lau v. Nichols? is not the first bilingual education case, but it is thought to
have changed the direction of bilingual education policy in the United States. in
this decision, the Supreme Court reversed two lower courts on the basis of Title

encompassing the denial of equal edvcational opportunity to language minority
children and requiring schoot districts to fite compliance plans with OCR. No
social science cvidence was introduced in Lau and thus the Court may have
been ignorant of any controversy over second language leamning.

The Office for Civil Rights Subsequently assembled an educational task force
to recommend policy altermatives for complying with the Lau decision, Three
basic instructional altematives were identified, in addition to doing nothing for
the fanguage minority child (submersion).* The first instructional technique is
English as a Second Language (ESL) instrictioa for one or two periods a day
and participation in the regular classroom for the rest of the day. ESL is a pufl-
out program usually based on a special curriculum, but the instructors do not
have to know the child's native language,

The second policy alternative identified was structured immersion where
instruction is in the language being keamed (L2), but the teacher knows the
student’s native tongue (L1). The second language used in these programs is
always geared (o the children's language proficiency at each stage so that it js
comprehensible. The native tongue is used only in the rare instances when the
student cannot complete a task without it. The student thus learns the second
language and subject matter content simultaneously, Immersion programs in

1. YudofY. EpnlEdumliadOppwmm(r.llb Cowrts, S1Tex L. Rev. 411 (1973,
2. Lau v. Nuchols, 414 U.S. 563 (1974),
3 W at SN,
4. Office for Civil Rights, Tasx Fomee Foomcs Sreuieym Remeotes AVAILABLE i ELIVHINAT-
« wG PAST EoucATIONAL PrACTICES Unoes Laws v. Nichos, (1975 [Hereinafier cited as Lau Rex iies),
Jrepmied in K Baber & A. de Kamcr ~tg. Bamcuat. Enoc., Appendia B (1983); See also Baker & e
Katr, Federal palics und the cicareness o blkimpwu! educanon, i BitinGuas, Epuc. (K. Bukes & A de
Kamter eds. 19830 3425 [Hervianther cited a8 Baker & de Kanter, Federal Policy].
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which the second language is not the dominant language of the country typ-
ically include at least thirty to sixty minutes a day of native tongue language
ans. In fact, most of the Canadian **immersion’” programs become bilingual
programs after the first grade.

The third and most widely implemented policy alternative identified was
wransitional bilingual education (TBE). According to Young, et al.’ at least
forty percent of all LEP children are now in TBE programs, and only twenty-
six percent are in English instruction class . The other thirty-four percent
are divided among bilingual maintenance, Spanish instruction, and ESL
classes. By contrast, Okada, et al..® found 5o projects which reported English
ouly as a literacy goal for LEP students. Heace, TBE is clearly the dominant
special language instructional program in the United States.

In transitional bilingual education, the student is taught both in his native
tongue and the language being leamed, with subject matter taught in the native
tongue. The amount of instructiomal time in the native tongue is reduced, and
English increased, until the studeat is proficient enough in English to join the
regular instructional program. The majority of elementary school programs arc
three year programs. The ratiopale underlying TBE differs depending on the
age of the child. For very young children, it i3 leaming to read in the native
tongue first which is a necessary condition fr optimal reading ability in the
second language. For all children it is argued that learning a second language
1akes time and children stould not lose grownd in other subject matters, par-
ticularly math, during that time period.

The OCR task force recommendations, known as the Lau remedies,’ went
well beyond the court’s requirement that school districts do something for LEP
children. The task force specified the content of these programs and how they
should be designed and implemented. They insisted that transitional bilingual
education was the best. if not the only, instructional approach for providing
equal educational opportunity to linguistic minorities.® Without ever holding a
public discussion of this assumption, OCR negotiated plans for bilingual edu-
cation with over five hundred individual school districts between 1975 and
1980. School districts which dii not wish to provide TBE had to prove that
their alternative was equally effective, even though OCR had never proven that
TBE was effective.

Even before Lau, however, plaintiffs were secking bilingual education as a

5. M. YouNG. ET AL.. THE DESCRIFIIVE PHASE Rerour OF THE NanonAL LONGITUOINAL Evaty-
ATION OF THE EFFECTIVENESS OF SERVICES tOR Lancuace MINOR FTYALIMITED- ENGLISH- PROMCIENT
STUOENTS (1784) (Development Assoc.. Iac.. Aritnglon. Va.)

6. M. OXADA, ET AL.. SYNTHESIS Of RerORTED EvALUATION AND RestarcH Evivence on e

Ervict OF BIUNGUAL Epucanon Basic Peosecis (1983) (Nalioasl Cemter for Bilimgesl Educ., Los
Alamitos. Cal.).

7. Lay REMEDES, supre note 4,
8. M.
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remedy for alleged fourteenth amendment violations. One of the earliest of
— these court cases was Serna v. Portales Municipal Schools.? Evidence on the
differential IQ test scores of Hispanic and white children in the Portales school
system was admitted into trial, although by itself such evidence constitutes no
proof of intentional discrimination. The plaintiffs argued for an expansion of
the bitingual program, but did not show that the cause of the lower 1Qs of the
Hispanic children was the failure to provide bilingual education. Indeed, what
N little evidence there was suggested the opposite since the oaly school with a 3
. bilingual education program had the lowest st scores in the district! The
- court’s response was 10 order an expansion of that program and the introduction
of new programs in the other schools.!?

In Otero v. Mesa County Valley School District No. 51\ the plaintiffs went
even further in demanding a bilingual maintenance program as a remedy for the
fow achievement of Hispanic students. After listening to the expert testisuony,
- the court concluded educational theory was not an exact scieace and that if the
- differences between educators were compared to psychiatrists, the fatter were

almost of a single mind."? Nevertheless. it was persuaded by the analysis of

language dominauce conducted by the defcndants’ linguistic expert. This

analysis showed that less than three percent of the Mexican-American students

had any knowledge of Spanish." The court rejected the plaintiffs’ survey which

found a large rumber of homes in which Spanish was spoken, and was per-

N suaded by the defendants that the most likely explanatory variable for the

' slightly lower English language test scores of Hispanic students, compared to
Anglos, was the lower socioeconomic level of the students.®

Given the evidence resented, both sides jumped to unwasranted con-

clusions. One cannot decide on the basis of kests showing little or no knowi-

edge of Spanish that the students had no language problem. This simply

demonstrates instruction in Spanish is not the remedy. We know from innu-

merable research studies that one’s home emvironment is one of the most

important influences on academic achievement. Therefore, students who hear

o English at home will usually lrave an academic advantage in the English lan-

guage over students who hear Spanish at home, all other things being equal .

9 Scyma v. Portales Mua. Schs., 351 F. Swpp. 1279 (D.C.N.M. 1972);. 4f'd 499 F.2d 1147 (10w Cis.
1974).
10. 351 F. Supp. st 1283, 495 F 2d at 1150,
11. Owro v. Mesa Co. Sch. Dist., 408 F. Supp. 162 (D.C. Colo. 1975)
12. 1d. at 164,
o 13. 1d. a 165.

4. /d. ot 166.

15. See ). CarrOtL, The FOREION LAMGUAGE ATTAINMENTS OF LANOUAGE MAIORS i THE SEnoR
Year: A Sunvey Comoucteo 18 U.S. ColLrces ano Universimes (1967) (Harvard University,
Cambridge. Mass. ). A. S0 & K. CHer.. WHar MATTERS? A STUDY Of THE RELATIVE [MPACT OF LAN-
GUAGE BACKGROUND AMD SOCIOECONOMIC STATUS ON READING AcHievioweny (1962) (Natiossl Cemter
for Bilingwal Research, Los Alamitos, Calx E. Dr Avita. RaLATIVE LANGUAGE PROMCINCY: A Cost-
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This is oaly further compounded by the fact that the former teid to be of higher
sociocconomic status than the Jatter. These relationships could hdvwe been tested
by = statistical analysis, but none of the experts in thas :ase did so.

As indicated above, because of federal funding and commamity demand,
1-'ost bilingual education programs have been institused without litigation since
Lan In Aspira of N.Y., Inc. v. Board of Education of the City of N.Y.' the
plair*iffs were making a less radical argument than was made in Otero. They
argued that all Spanish sumamed students should be allowed to take the fan-
guage assessment battery (L.A.B.) in Spanish, as well as in English, and be
assigned to the bilingual program only if the student scored higher in Spanish
than in English. The experts introduced no statistical analysis of language
abilities as in the previous case, and the court concluded that the most vivid
point to cmerge from all the argumentation was the enormous amount of
speculation and uncertainty. Nevertheless, a consent decree specified a
bilingual education program for children who scored higher in Spanish than in
English.”

In Guadalupe Organization Inc. v. Tempe Elementary School District No.
3.'¢ the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals summarily dismissed the case against
the Tempe Elementary School District which had been accused of not provid-
ing non-English speaking students with bilingnal-bicultural education. The
grounds for dismissal were that the existing educational programs dealt with
the probiem of teaching English to non-English speaking children and that the
equal protection clause imposed no duty on districts to provide bilingual-
bicultural education staffed with bilingual instructors.®

At the same time, the legal authority of the Law remedics was being chal-
lenged by a school district in Alaska ordered by OCR to pay for the develop-
ment of a written Eskimo language so that Eskimo children could receive
bilingual instruction in reading. The school district argued in Northwest Arctic
v. Califano, @ that since the Lau remedies were ncither a law nor a regulation,
they were unenforceable. This case was settled out of court when OCR agreed
to publish a Notice of Proposed Rulemaking for Title VI Lak remedies. The
proposed regulations required that transitional bilingual education be used to
meet the needs of all language minority children. As part of the regulatory
review, the Department of Education under the Carter Administration under-
took an cxtensive review of bilingual education research to determine the

PARISON OF PREVALENCE, ACHIEVEMENT LEVEL, AND SOCIOBCORoatiC STATUS (1980) (Report submitied
10 the Rand Corporation); Rosenthal, Baker & Gimsburg, The effect of language backgronnd on ochiewement
level and 1carning amsong clemendary school students, 56 Soc. or Epuc. 157 (1983)

¥. Aspira v. Board of Educ. of N.Y.. Y4 F. Supp. 1161 (S.DN.Y. 1975).

17.1d. n 1166,

1$. Guadalupe v. Tempe Elem. Sch. Dist.. 567 F.2d 1022 (% Cir. 1978).

9. 1d. w 1026,

20. Northwest Arctic Sch Dast, v. Califsms, No. AO77-236 (D. Alaska. Sept. 29, 1978).
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eligible population?' and the research evidence supporting TBE. After review-
ing the research,?? the Department of Education under the Reagan administra-
tion then withdrew their proposed regulations and dropped the Lau remedies on
the grounds that there was no research justification for mandating transitional
bilingual education.

Nevertheless, since TBE has been adopted in thousands of school districts
around the country, many “second gencration™ bilingual education problems
ar~ now being litigated. In Rios v. Read®® and Cintron v. Brentwood, the
plaintiffs argued that the achicvement gap between Spanish sumnamed and

- English monolingual students had widened because, in the former case, stu-
dents had been transferred out of the bilingual program too carly, and in the
latter case, were kept in it 100 long. Several educational experts testified in both

; cases, although only in Rios was any systematic social science research pre-
N - sented. Richard N. Faust of Columbia University filed an affidavit for the
plaintiffs containing a statistical analysis of the achievement of Hispamic
students who had been in the bilingual program. The analysis demonstrated
that these children were behind in achievement compared with their Hispanic
counterparts who had not been in the program 23
The defendants tried to counter this by showing significant gains in the
reading achievement of Hispanic students. When it was pointed out to them
during cross-examination that their Hispanic group included children who had
not been in the bilingual program, they then changed their position to one of
- opposition to bilingual education and in support of ESL classes instead. George
- Bereday, a professor of Comparative Education at Colurnbia University, westi-
fied for the defendants. He argued that the experience of ethnic minorities in
. other countrics indicates that only total immersion in the second language
N results in \he mother tongue becoming subordinate and the second language
T becoming dominant, ¢ competitive, with those in the highest social strata.?
I Courtney Cazden of the Harvard Graduate School of Education also testified
.~ in Rios. In that case and in U.S. v. Texas,? she supported transitional bilingual
" education, despite the fact that in personal communication with the first asrthor
she admitted there was nc- research rationale for it. Her testimony was, insicad,
based on what she argued was **common sense™ and “'court precedent.” 2

21. Barmes, The Size o the EligiNe Language-Mimoriry Population m BiLinouAL Epuc. (K. Buker &
A. &< Xawler ods. 1983).

22. K. Baxzn £ A. oe KANTER, EFFECTIVEMESS OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION: A REVIEW OF Tyt

Lickratune (1981) (U.S. Dep't of Educ., Washington, D.C.) [Herewwfier cited as Baxta & pe Kanten,
Review].
- 23. Ros v. Resd, 73 FR.D. S89 (ED.N.Y 1977).
. 24. Cimtron v. Brentwood Usion Free Sch. Do, 455 E. Supp. $7 (E.D.N.Y. 1978).

- . 25 Rios v Read. supra note 23
' 26. G. Beseday, Personal Communicatron wuth First Author (Agrid 8, 1980).
27. Unsted Sutes v. Texas Educ. Agency. 506 F. Supp. 405 (E.D. Tex. 1981).
28. C. Cazden, Personal Communication with First Author (March 31, 1980) {Hesemafter cited a
Cazden}
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In sharp contrast to other cases, the court concluded 1n U.S. v. Texas that the
trial record clearly supported the **substantial and unique benefits of bilingual
instruction for overcoming leamning problems.”? The fact that the defendants
did rot dispute this, and indeed had such a transitional bilingual education
program in the carly grades, was sufficient for the judge 1o rule that they had
violated section 1703(b) of the Equal Educational Opportumity Act of 1974, as
well as the equal protection clause of the fourteenth amendment. The ruling
implied that by providing TBE to some students, the defendants were admitting
they belivved in its efficacy. By nok providing it to all students in the same
category, thcy were thus violating the rights of those other students. Had they
offered a coherent educational theory for this, or an altemative program sup-
ported by the research evidence, the defendants would have fulfilled their
coustitutional obligation. Accordingly, the court ordered a program of bilingual
instruction to be provided to all LEP Mexican-American children in all Texas
public schools, despite the fact that only one school district had been a party to
the case.?!

The Fifth Circuit reversed this decision noting in passing that in enacting
section 1703. Congress did not specify that a state must provide a progr=m of
**bilingual education’ to all limited English speaking students, but ahr
intended that state and local educational authorities have a substantial amount
of discretion in choosing programs and techniques they would use.}? The
reversal was based, however, not on the lack of rescarch supporting TBE, but
on the fact that the lower court’s decision was moot. The Texas Bilingual and
Special Language Program Act of 1981 had mandated bilingual education in
school districts with twenty or more LEP students in the same grade, and
authorized the Texas Educational Agency to adopt standardized entry-exit
criteria and take me1sures to insure compliance.??

The Fifth Circuit’s decision was predicated on its affirmation of the lower
court in Castan:da v. Pickard® wh'ch had found for the defendants. The
plaintiffs in this case had argued that Hispanic children in the Raymondville
School District were still achieving below their higher socioeconomic status
Anglo classmates because the district’s transitional bilingual education pro-
gram in grades K-3 overemphasized the development of reading and writing
skills in English to the detriment of education in other areas such as math and
science. The district’s bilingual education manual, however, indicated that
stadents in the Spanish language dominant classrooms spent almost exactly the

29. Unsted States v Team Educ. Agency. supra note 27 3 439,

30 id. o 434

. la 449,

32. Usand States v Teams Educ Agency 630 F.2d 336 (Sth Cir. 1962).
3314 32

34. Castancda v. Pickard, 648 F.2d 989 (5th Cic. 1981).
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same amount of classroom time on math, science, and sociai studics as those in
the English dominant classrooms. The coust noted, however, that the time LEP
children spend leaming English will, of necessity, take time away from other
subiects if they go to school for the same number of hours.3$ No one pointed
out that the time children in bilingual education programs spend perfecting
thzir native tongue will also take time away from other subjects, including
Eoglish. As in U.S. v. Texas, the court also remarked that the most troublesome
aspect of the defendants’ bilingual education program was their Gilure to
prepare their teachers % Very simply, a school district with a bilingual educa-
tion prograrm is obligated to staff it with bilingual teachers, unless they have a
sound educational reason for not doing so.

The plantiffs argued that the defendants’ program would only be deemed
adequate when the lower socioeconomic status Hispanic students had the same
achievement level as the higher socioeconomic status English proficient stu-
dents. They thus demanded of the school district something no one has ever
attained—the elimination of class disparitics in achievement. The coust did not
aisgute this as a standard, but felt it was premature 37

In 1984, when the transitional bilingual education program had failed to
eliminate the achievement gap between Hispanic and English monolingual
students, the plaintiffs again filed a trial brief.® This time they argued that the
continuing English language achievement differential was a function of the fact
that not all teachers in the bilingual education program were bilingual and that
coatent areas were taught in English. They further argued that since Hispanic
children were disproportionately represented in lower ability groups, the school
district was confusing their language problems with their intellectual ability.

These two court cases and ths most recent, Keyes v. School District No. 1,7
are characterized by the mutual belicf on the part of both the plaintiffs and the
defendants that transitional bitingual education is the best way to dea? with the
English language achievement problems of LEP students. Although the defen-
dants in Keves noted in their post-trial brief that the Indochinese students,
almost none of whom received TBE or had bilingual teachers, had half the
drop-out rate of the Hispanic students for whom there were TBE programs and
bilingual teachers,® they did not conclude that TBE may not be a pedagogically
sound practice for the obvious reason tha they were providing it to so many
students. Thus, school districts which provide TBE and bilingual teachers to
some. but not to all, eligible students are in an indefensible position. The

35. fd. at 1011,

36 /d. at 1012; Unsed States v. Texas Educ. Ageacy, sapra note 27.

37 Castameda v. Pickard. supra sote 34 o 1014,

38. Plaintiffs’ Tnal Bef on Rermemd, Castaneda v. Pickard, C.A. No. 76-B-24. Jan. 30, 1984,
39. Keyes v School Dist. No. 1. 5% F. Supp. 152 (1963).

40. Post-tnal brief for defendant st 4G. Xeyrs, suprw nowe 39.
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common argument, made also in Keyes. that it is simply too expensive to give
to all children and that at least some services, even if only tutoring, are offered
. to all LEP children ® does not seem o satisfy most judges.

—_ As in Castaneda. most disturbing to the court was that almost half the
bilingual classrooms did not have bilingual teachers, and that many biling sal
teachers were in monolinguai English classrooms or in central administration. &
Furthermore, there was no written examination (o test the language abifity of
bilingual teachers and nonc to test either the eligibility of LEP students for
entrance into, or exit from, special services. As is typical of school districts
with bilingual education programs, no one charts the progress of students once
they leave the program, and no services whatsoever are offered to Lau C
children—those who are bilingual, but below the district mean in English
language achievement 43

The court again affirmed that a good faith effort was insufficient to avoid a
determination of violation under section 1703. A schoo! district actually had tc
produce results implying, as in Castaneda, that this would entail equal achicve-

- ment between the predominantly lower class language mirority children and

’ the higher class English monolingual children 44

Rather than appealing this decision, the defendants entered into an agree-
ment with the plaintiffs in August 1984 to sct up a systematic program for
locating LEP students and providing Lau A and B students with a bifingual
education.*> Students are required to be monitored for a year after * graduat-
ing” from the program and if they scorc below the twenty-fifth percentile or
five percentile points less than their previous year's score in English, a com-
mittee would consider scnding them back to the bilingual program where they
would be taught partly in their native tongue again.

. 41 1d. at 12-13.
— N 42. Mcmorandum Oganion and Order on Langvage lssoes st 22, Keyes. supra uote 39. {Hercinafver
’ citod a8 Keyes Opinion).
43. The Lox Remedies placed the cligible population of stedents 10 be comsidesed for Tide V1 com-
plaints 1m0 the [ollowiag cascgories:

— A. Monolingual speaker of the language other than English (speaks the langmage other than
: English exclusively).
’ 8. Prod ly speaks the laaguage other thas English (speaks mostly the Langmage other than
Esglish, but speaks some Eaglish).
C. Bifingual (speaks both the Language other thas English ad Eaglish with equal case).

Caegory A and B ssadests were cligible for TBE or bilingwalbicuiture! education at the clomen-
tary kevel and TBE. ESL. or High Intensive Langwage Traiming (i.¢.. struchwred immncrsion) at the
sorwdary level, Caegory C students who were below the district mean ia schievemest were
eligibic for the compensatory education provided 10 all low achinving students. School districts
aced do nothing additional for thoee category C skidents o or shove grade icvel.

44, Keyes Opumon, smapra nowe 42 s 23-26.
45. Hertling. Judge Approves an Extensive Bilingual Education Plar 1n Denver, Eptx:, Werx., Aug.
29,1984, 8 5. col. 1, 3. Sev also supra note 43 for definition of casegorics.
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The Socia) Science Research Evidesce

V/hat does the rescarch on bilingual education te!l us about whether transi-
tional bilingual education is a superior educational program for dealing with the
English language problems of LEP children? Unfortunately, millions of dollars
have been spent on evaluations of bilingual education programs which cannot
answer this, and many other, important policy questions.

In order to determine whether a bilingual education program is successful,
the research must have a “"treatment’* group subjected to the program and a
*“control™ or comparison group, similar to the treatment group, which has not
received that program. {f students have not been randomly assigned to these
two groups—those in the program and those not in the program—differences
between the groups which existed prior to the program must be tested by means
of an appropriate statistical analysis to determine if the differences are greater
than could have been expected by chance. Unfortunately, many evaluators do
not seem to understand how critical these elements are to an assessment of
program suecess.

Those with no cortro! group at all often rely on an invalid model designed by
the U.S. Office of Evaluation called the A-1 Evaluation Design. This model
determines whether gains in achievement for students im bilingual education are
significantly greater than would be predicted by comparing them fo test scores
derived from a national monolingual English-spcaking sample.%

We believe that the most thorough and intelligent review of the research to
date is Baker and de Kanter® and Baker and Pelavin® Unlike most other
reviews of the research, they have taken the time to examine the details of cach
study and (o assess each against the standards of the scientific model. Baker
and de Kanter concluded that schools can improve the achievement level of
language-minority children through special programs, but that the case for the
cffectiveness of transitional bilingual education is so weak that exclusive
reliance on this instructional method is clearly not justified. This review has, of
course, been subjected to much criticism as typically occurs when onc departs
from the conventional wisdom.®

46. Ser K. Baxea & S. Petavin, Paonms m BIJ.NGJAL Epucanon Evawuanon (1984) (Paper
presesscd st amnial meeting of Amencaa E & Associmsion, New Oricass, La.); Okada,
supra note 6.

47 Baxen & vt KanTER, REview. supro noie 22: Baker & de Kamter, Federal Policy. supra note 4;
Baker & de Kamter, An Answer from Rescarch on Bilingwel Edwcation. 19 As. Epuc, 40 (1983), Baker & de
Kanier, Resp 0 eval and inc lism: The AIR Report and ESEA Tide Vil. 6 Eouc. Evar. &
Pot. Anar. 18y (1984),

48, Baker & Pelavia, sepra note 46.

49, The Baker and de Kamter revicw has been subjecied 10 sevenad antiques |S. S Por mcas.
Exrepience on EDtmanomar REszancie AN AnaLyss or Baken Ao Dy Kanten's Revier or na
Litexatune o Bi  30AL EpucaTion (1981} (Natiosal Clearimghousc for Bilingual Educatior ,

Rostya,
Va.): Wilkig. The Effectiveness of Bilingwal Education: Review of @ Arp 11, 6 Navat ). § (1'81.-82X E.
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If we only consider the studies which assess alternative second language
programs and are of good methodological quality®® —characterized by : \ndom
assignment to a treatment and control growp, or statistical control for pre-
treatment differences between groups where ra-dom assignment is not possi-
blc—there is stili, some three years after Baker and de Kanter 3! no consistent

HERNANDEZ -CHAVEZ. £T AL.. THE FEDERAL P 1y TowaRDS LANGUAGE AN Eoucanow, Penoulum
o Procaess? A RESrONSE TO THE DeKANTERBakex Review (1982) (G mis State Umiv., Sxcra-
meao, Cal.): J. YATLS, ET at... BAKER DEKANTER REVIEW: [NAPPROPUIATE CONCLUBIONS ON THE
Erex_ sy of Buuncuat Ebucamon (Dec.. 1982) (Univerity of Texas, Amtm, Tex.)}. The kimdest thing
hmks&hdh“ﬂmﬂdﬁ@aﬂ.dd..cﬂlmkﬂnmmmmbmsm
m&mlohmww.mdmdkmhbwm&ﬁw
Mnmmmymm.mvmmb&nmgﬁwﬁcymlmrmw
program cvalustions s a charl In smort, socl progrses are non-falifiable. In addition. Scidner
aﬁmMuNkW's“m”mﬁdmmwﬁuMmmm
Mmmmmmmummdm*mwumm.%
éugm:mdxsdba'scﬂm{orgwdwddui-xrm:i.-dbclicwﬁmmiumbchnwd
hm-ulyzingmnmwl‘alhqitvihblyv-ryﬁu-s'mlosilc.-bngnom-ﬁ:mw
hgicofd\eptwinvolwd.deonmemdka'suxd’ubcwd"m-ﬁirh
e aahors of the studies they arc amlyzing. A person whase data contradas their conchusions should be
Iackd accountable. [See R. Rossier & M. Wooster, Hystemsa wimn FooTmores (1984), for 2 comnrrattamck
om Seidner.] Anoteer critique by Yaies, et of., is ch imod by aiticisms of the stadics Baker
-ddcKanufckmmhinlynﬂhdobgnﬂymhmpk.kymanﬁnﬁCum
[ESEA iimie Vi Buuncuat ProGaart: Finat Rerort (1980) (Austin Independent School Dixtnet, Aus-
tma, Tex )lhadmbilin(;udorsmdominmnﬂmuiﬁ:cmolyuq-hminfadlhcmnlm
was balf bilingual or Spanish domenent; that in Matthews [An INVESTICATION OF THE EFFRCTS OF BACK-
GROUND CHARACTERISTICS AND SPECIAL LANGUAGE SERvICE ON THE READING ACHIEVEMENT AND
Emcusi Fwannosﬂ:umuuSWn(l?ﬁ)(O(ﬁmo{l-mnthm;nm Evalmation, Seartle
M&&w;.m.wm.)]mmmmmymwnmmmﬂmi
hao-lyﬁrwwdminmmmmi&wﬂuy:mumlhdﬁmwnm
stady of English as & sccond language (ESL) and Chunca bilingual metheds (1971) (Unpeblished doctors
&nmauonuhUﬁm&yd(ﬁEﬁﬁ.B«t&y.Cﬂ.anmmwhihﬂmﬁ
groups were randomly assigned: and that Matthews bad 80 control for sucamTmOmic stars whee i fact the

Hiple regression analysis specifically iied for e [Yaes, ef ol.. 2t 7, 10]. There e many more
'—acutia.bmﬂmeYm.:rd..mdcdu]hsn‘ah:hﬁ.ﬂmhi;TBEb&mh
ldunuxion.hwﬂm.swiﬁ&%uﬁe.hu-ﬁhﬂ,w%d*%'s
mnchnion—lha:ismmhvwmﬁxmﬁhshuﬂhm,byt:ny.mum-ddexm
ﬁno(clumdn(drsmdmthcymliedm-acpufeu.dymd\cy“gwdemushbdmrpoﬁq
cmchuiomfmm.hmbzosucb&ivgaapufeusoﬁdmmdﬂy:mnhmu_
m.mmmmhﬂ:ﬂxhdum&bhw‘lig‘s.Mgh!hechll.tlim Baker
d&%‘smlmiwﬂa&hnhhﬁﬁnwm:mﬂym(um
SJhAMLmdm.ﬂnmmm-hnmdbmk&mimm
Mmakciniﬂ'ncuhlocnlm.lkwva.thi!ill‘mum&vmddeh‘l_hm
chasion that there is a0 cvidence 10 support TBE.

”.miﬁdkdmdhuwm-cwhwamhommcm.k
MUnimiy.Mrr.mdBmM&Lh-yadm.lwwhﬂeBehﬁa
m.wmwwn;mmamm.mmmwm-mm
hcnuldh:obuj-ed{ml)ERlC:Z)Umiyl&mﬂhllMJ)hﬁ-ﬂ-dbmk
WdMUM.Mﬁ.MMMP&MQ&NMWw
MMS)&C&“hWW«O)hWNMJﬁ:i:
Fegitive kiernture, and not all studics sec docesacnied. nar cowid il dc d studics de ebtxined

31. Baxen & pg Kanten, REverw, spre som 22,
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Table 1

Effects* of TBE in L2 amd Math Compared to
Otber Instuctisna! Technigoes

SECOND LANGUAGE MATH

TBE v. Suhmersion

Positive Carsrud & Curtis, 1980; Cohen, 1975a
Kaufman, 1968; Covey,
1973; Legaretta, 1979;
McConne!l, 1980; Plante,
1976; Zirkel, 1972;
Campeau, ctal., 1975
(N=8) (N=1)

No Difference Campeau, ctal., 1975;  Danoff, et al., 1977,
Carsrud & Curtis, 1980; 1978 Carsrud & Curtis
Cohen, 1975a: Cottrell,  1980; Cohen, 19754;
1971; Huzar, 1973; McSpadden, 1979; Covey
Faufman, 1968; 1973; McSpadden, 1380:
Legaretta, 1979; Moore & Parr, 1978;
Matthews, 1979; Stebbins, et al., 1977
McSpadden, 1979,

McSpadden, 1980; Piante,
1976 Stebbens et al ,
1977. Skoczylas, 1972;
Zirkel, 1972

(N=14) (N=10)**
Danoff, et al., 1977, McSpadden, 1980;
1978; McSpadden, 1980; Skoceylas, 1972° Stem
Moore and Parr, 1978;  1975; Cohen, Fathman, &
Stern, 1975; Cohen, Merino, 1976
Fathman, & Merino, 1976

(N=6)** (N=4)

TBE v. ESL
Positive (TBE) Ames & Bicks. 1978
(N=0) (N=1)
No Diffcrence Ames & Bicks, 1978;
Balasubramonium, et al.,
1973; Lum, 197:
(N=13)

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC




398  Jourmal of Lew & Education [Vol. 15, No. 4
Table |

Effects* of TBE in L2 and Math Cempared to

Other Instructiomal Technigmes
SECOND LANGUAGE MATH
. Negative (TBE) Lum. 1971

. (N=1) (N=0)

TBE v. Immersion

Positive (TBE) (N=0) (N=0) .
No Difference Ramos ct al., 1967 Ramos etal., 1967; Barik
& Swain, 1975
(N=1 (N=2)
Negative (TBE) Pena-Hughes & Solis,  Gersten. 1985

1680. Bruck, Lambuert &
Tucker, 1977; Barik,
Swain & Nwanunobi,
1977; Gersten, 1985;
Genesee. Lambent, &

Tucker. 1977;
Barik & Swain. 1978
(N=6) (N=1)
Immersion v. ESL
Positive Lambert & Tucker, 1972;
(Immersion) Bank & Swain, 1975;
i Becker and Gersten, 1982
(N=3) (N=0)

* Studies are listed in mare than e caegory if then were differewt elfiects for deficreas grades or coborts.
**I the AIR sample 15 comnted as 38 scparale stunie 2, N2 48
***0f the AIR sample s comnited as 38 separate Muanes, N = 44,

rescarch support for transitiosal bilingual educatioa as a superior instructional
practice for improving the Eaglish language achiewement of limited-English-
proficient children.
Table | shows the effect of transitional bilingml educ. o compared to
1) "submersion,” i.c., doing nothing, 2) ESL, and 3) structuied immersion, on
second laguage (usually English) learming and mathematics as demonstrated by
thirty-four studies meeting the above criteria. These studics are listed in Appen- i
dix 1. Those not in the table are excluded be. .se they did not assess alternative

Q
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Fall 1986} . Blingwal Educsties 399

second language learning programs’? or they did not meet the methodological
criteria. The latter are listed in Appendix 2.

Since most transitional bilingual cducation programs in this country are in
grades onc through three, if learning to read first in your native tongue facili-
tates reading in the second language as its advocates claim, then TBE should be
consistently superior, and never inferior, to doing nothing in second Janguage
achievement. If leaming content areas in your native tongue - while you are
leamning a second language means that you do not lose ground in those areas as
do those who immediately start learning them in ““a language they do not
understand,”* students in TBE should always be supenor, and never inferior, i
mathematics to those in submersion.

In fact as Table 1 indicates.3® in second language lcaming twenky-nine per-
cent of the studies show transitional bilingual education to be superior, twenty-
one percent show it to be inferior, and fifty percent show it to be no differemt
from submersion—doing nothing. Altogether. seventy-onc percent show TBE
to be no different or worse than the supposedly discredited submersion tech-
nique > In math, seven percent of the studics show TBE to be superior. twenty-
seven peroent show it to be inferior, and sixty-seven percent show it to be oo

52 Mamy of the Canadum studics are not 10 Table | bhorasse although methodiogically sound. they woe
wacrested s a different companson than we are. They ofiem compared stsdents in thew second langusee
feaming prograoss Dot (0 studests in other fypes of prograss., but 10 native speakers of each language. Thoe
studies are aned in the text where relevant. but are not schuded in the asscssment of alernative secomd
larguage lcarming programs.

53 We mse the **vouing scthod™* crtacized by methodebogsts (o cvalemse the literamme's (indings raher
than the rooommended meta-amalysis (1 ¢., statistical anahsis of the effecn of bilingual edecaton across
studics} becamne there 13 (00 e programenaly data available in Use bilisgmal education seports to estimane a
common owscome measure. Alnost all the atlempts at meta-amalysis of thes ssbject that we are awzre of hawe
fuled for thes reason (see Okada, supra woie 6). The onc apparen exception is Willig. A Mera-Analysis of
Selected Smdies on the Effecovencss of Bulingual Educesinm. 55 Rev. of Eouc. ReS 269 (19835) wih
purports to be a reanalysis of Baker & de Kanker, supra neac 5. However, a group of exparts in meta-2natyss
a Harvard Useversity's Graduaste School of Educztion, headed by Richand Light, had already ausmpied s do
such an anshyss of the Baker & de Kanier sampic in 193 and reported thet it was impassble to calculme a
common maswre of cffoct given the lack of data in tec smdics. Willig was apparcasly abie to do 0 ¥y
analyzing ouly thirteen of the shirty-nine pable studics of itiomd dilingual education in Baker & de
Kanter and by treating all effect sizes in every stmdy equally so what onc stedy (A, Coiten, A
SOCIOLINGUESTIC APPROACH TO BiLincGual EDUCATION, (1975)) with anly nincty childeen in i# prodwocs
thirty-eight percent of the owicomes analyzed. She also axchuded all stadies conduciod oetside the Uzied
States and s had only ome study of structwred immermae—the Pena-thaghes study, which found it 3 be
supeno jonal bl | ech which she desuficed 2s = 1" edv Certainly. e

votng meshod is sufficient 10 assess whether there is comastent support fer TBE,

S4. Thas is slightly mare negative thac. Baker and de Kanter's conciusion that thirty-sheee percent of e
studics found TBE 10 be supenor, scventces percent (ound % 10 be inferiorn. and (ifty perocst found it to ke mo
different fir~ submersion. ABogether, sixty-seven percest of their studies fownd TBE 10 be ne difTeren fmem
of wOrse thad submersion (Baxer & ot KANTER, REvitw. sypra nole 22 &t 14). Since Baker and de Kanter
do not ideatify which stwdacs are placed in esch caegory in their mhle, we canmst explain wly ser
conclusions differ slightly The most likely eaplanation. of cowrse, is thet it is a fuscion of our sligaty
difTerent sapie of studics.

27
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different from TBE. Altogether ninety-three percent of the studies show it to be
no different or worse than the supposedly discredited submersion tech  ~in
developing math proficiency.>

It is often contended by the nlaintiffs in court cases that the issue is kaming
in a language, not learning a language. For this we have three rebutial argu-
ments. First, the proponents of TBE claimed that it was supenior in both. These
data do not show it to be superior in either lcaring a language, or learoang in a
language—in this case, math. Second, with regard to leaming other subjects
such as geography, social studies. and history ¢on which there is very little
information), we think none of these subjects are more important than English
and math. Students will be tested in these two areas for the rest of their lives
and all kinds of placement decisions made on their scores in these two subject
matters alone. Of what value is it to be at grade level in geography or social
studies, if one’s English and math scores are poor? Third, these math findings
suggest an important problem: subject matter is taught in LI, but the stodent is
tested on his or her understanding of that subject in. English. It is possibke that
for many students the difficulty of having to translatc what was lcamed in
another language may be great enough that the subject matter lost in the
translation may cqual or surpass what is lost in submersion before L2 is mas-
tered enough to understand subject content.

Because the AIR study is a national survey of 8,900 students in thirty-eight
Title VI projects. it should be given more weight than the others which are of
single school districts and student samples of between tweney-five and three
hundred. The AIR study found TBE to be inferior to submersion im second
language leaming. and no different in maih leaming.%

55. This ts abso shightly more acgative thim Baker and de Kamter. They conchded that (osroes percent
of W studies found TBE to be wperior, (wenty-ome percent fowad i 10 be inferor, and siaty-fom percent of
e studies found TBE 10 be no difk (rom swb Alsgether, eighty-free percent of sherr studices
fomnd TBE to be no different (rom or worse tham wbmersion (Basxr & e Kanrim. Revikw, mpra note 22
o H).

56 Since there s no such tung as a perfect social science rescarch study. all stadies ¢an be crescized om
methodological grounds for political reasons. Accordingly. the AR study has beem subjected 1o abamage of
cntcism by advocaies of TBE. and beneficianes of Lhe (ederal support (or it [see T. Gaay. Resrosas To Am
STUDY “EVALUANION OF THE IMPACT OF ESEA Timee VI SeavistENGLDH BILINGUAL EDUCATION
ProcrAM™ {1977) (Uenter (or Appbed Lingwistics. Arlington, Ya.). Nickel. Experimentation, Egrupote-
twont, Exaggeration. Thy Nume (s Research, 61 Pri Duira Karean (1979) 260 M, O'Mattay. A Re.
EXAMINATION OF THE EvALUATION OF THE Leact OFf ESEA T Vil Seasasiv ENGLISK BaunGUAL
EouCATION ProGaaMs (1979) (Nationu! Instiwae of Education. Washingion, D.C )j who contmme 10 crease
the impression that us findings have been rendered invatia, The study, howevear, while not parfeat, 13 good
enough (o draw policy conclusions (rom regardmg TBE as curemily implememted. |See Benss, Evaiua
TION AND INCREMENTALISM: Tt At Rerost ano ESEA Tree VIL (Aprl, 1981) (Paper paosenied &
aamusl eeting of Amenican Educational R h Associ New Orleans, La.) for a disomsion of #s
alwence on Corzress and the executive branch. | A United Staes Office of Edecation sponsored seview by a
haghly respected imdependent evaluation expert with no parecslar axe (0 gnad concluded it the AIK
coaclusrons were vald [P Rosu. Comments. ca Tite Y1 evaluation (1979} (U y of lkessach
Amberst, Mass. ).
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Altbough many so-called submersion situations probably have an English-
as-a-Second-Language (ESL) program where the students are pulled out of the
regular classroom and taught English for one or two periods a day. it is gener-
ally not specified in the evaluations. Thus, many of the studies classified above
as submersion may in fact be ESL. In four studies, wansitional bilingual educa-
tion is compared to ESL specifically. with submersion in content areas. Three
of thein show no difference between transitional biliegual education and ESL in
second language learning, and the only study to look at inath shows TBE 1o be
SUPCTIOX.

Baker and de Kanters” were not the first to discover that the emperor has no
clothes. Engle’s 1975 review, Epstein’s 1977 review and Rotberg’s 1982 review
also concluded there was no research support for transitional bilingual educa-
tion.® How then 10 conclude. as so many have in and out of court® that
transiional bilingual education is superior? One technique, used by Zappert
and Cruz. is to simply redefine the woed. As they argue:

No significant difference should not be interpreted as a pegative findusg for brlinguat
oducation.. When one adds the fact that students in bdingual education classrooms
kcan two langwages. their maive language and a sccond language. one can conclde
ot a statistcally non-sipmficant finding demonstrales the positive advantages of
balingual educataon

The main argument made for transitional bilingual education in the court
dectsions and the regulations, however, is that it produces greater English
language achievement and content area mastery than doing nothing, not the
same achievement. Doing nothing is assumed 10 be a fourtcenth amendment
violation that transitional bilingual education will remedy. rather than having no

effect on.

Ancther technique used in research reviews to make transitional bilingual
education appear (0 be supcerior is to include superior performance in Spanish
language arts as onc of the rescarch findings demonstrating its superiority.
Zappert and Cruz also do this. Again. while we agree this is important, it is not
the goal of government policy nor the stated object of the coust decisions. If we
examine the findings of the twelve studies reviewed by Zappert and Cruz for

§7. Baxex & ot KANTER, REVIEW, supra soke 22.

53. Engle, Langunge Mediwm m Early School Years for Minones Language Gromps, 45 Rev. o Epuc.
Rex 283 (1975): N. ErsvEin. Lascuact, Enoeciry ann e ScuooLs: PoUCY ALTERNATIVES sor
Bumcuar-Bicuinimar Epucanon (1977) (1 for Ed: | Leadershup, Washington. D.C ):
Rosberg, Some Legal aad Research Consideratrons m Establishing Federat Polacy m Bilingual Education,
3z Hamv. Epuc. Rev, M9 (1982)

99 See. for cxmmple, Dulay & Burt, Bilingual Edwcaton- A Clase Lovk at Its Effects, § NCBE Focus |
(1979% Trotke. Resemrch Evidence for the Effectrmness of Bilinguel Education. 3 Nans 1. 13 (1978); L.
Zarveuy & B, Onuz. BuNGUAL EDUCATION: AN ApprAISAL OF EMPIRICAL RESEARCH (1977) (Berkeley
Usnlid Schoo! Deanct, Berieley, Cal.) [Hereinafer cited as Zareeny & Cuuzi.

6. Zarrent & Cruz., sipre mote 59 at ¥, fa.
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their effect on English language achievement, sixty-three percent of the find-
ngs show no difference between transitional bilingual education and doing
nothing ¢!

There are similar problems with many of the research evaluations. A study
by Leybad? of Santa Fe, New Mexico, exemplifies this. It begins by criticizing
the AIR national study®’ because it failed to stdy their **successful’* program
and concludes that. contrary to the findings of AIR, Title V11 bilingual educa-
tion students in Santa Fe ‘“showed over time increasing capability in English
language skills, {and]...in the majority of cases outperformed the non-Title
VI students in Reading and Mathematics.”* The study could be rejected
simply because it failed to control for the lower achicvement before the pro-
gram of several comparison groups of non-Title V1! students. Even if we accept
the study despite that, the data presented in the report show virtually no
difference after four and five years of bilingual edu:ation between those stu-
dents in the program and similar students not in the program, contrary to tic
author’s conclusions %S

How can this be so if students iearn to read better in a second language after
leaming to read in their native tongue? The most common answer offered by
the plaintiffs in the court cases is that the programs are **badly implemented.”
We would like to offer another explanation. We think that the advocaies of
bilingual education may have made an unwarranted inferential leap from two
undisputed findings of the research on second language leamning: 1) children
can transfer skills leaned in one language to another language % and 2) older

o1 1d

62 C Levea. LonGrruninaL Stuoy Tme VI Biuncuat ProGrast Santa Fi Pusic ScHooLs.
Saxta Fr. New Mexco (1978) (Californa Stase University, Lo Angeles. Cal 3

63. M. DAMOFF. ET AL., EVALUATION OF THE IsPaCT OF ESEA Trie VIl SamesEnotisn
Brmcuat Ecucanion Procras (1977) {Amencan Instimses bx Rescarch, Palo Alto, Cal.); M. Danory,
€T AL, EvALuATION OF THE harACT 0F ESEA Tmie VIl SeamsiENGLISS BILINGUAL EDUCATYON
ProGrAM. Vou. I1f: YEaR Two [mpacT DATA (1978) (Amencan lastituies for Research. Palo Ao, Cal )

64 Leybe, mprw ooic 62.

65 S. Powexs & M. RossmaN (EvIOENCE OF e hamaT of Biuncuar, Eoucanos: A MeTa-
Ararysis (March, 1983) (Paper presented at the annual Arizoss Bilingual Education Confereace. Tucson,
Anz.)) did a statistical analysis of the effects found in Leyba's saedy (supro note 62) becaisc they alio were
perpicacd 13 10 how ke could call the program successful whcs omly twenty-ocac percent of his comperisons
of the students in bilmgual education with those not 1n bulingual education yackded siatistically significant
revalts Their anafysis, which also had no control for pre-trestart group differesces, foumd mo effect for
reading. bul one for math. Since the students in bulingual educamon showed  large: pre-treatrient advantage
s wath, the postive post-treatment cffect woukd hsve dissppeared if they had controlied for the pre-
treatment sdvaotage. [t should be noted that the credibility of Scidmer (supra mose 49) is furthes wadcrmined
by the fact that be zimgics out Baker and de Kanter's rejection of the Loyba stedy oa methodological grownds
a1 evidence of theie “political agenda™ and susgests they rejecisd # only becamme the study is “critical”” of
AIR (Seidner. ngwe nott 49 at 174).

66. W. Lamsent & G. Tuckea. BiunouaL EDUcATIoN of CriLonerc Tra ST. Lassment Exreny
ewcn (1972); Bark & Swain. Three Year Evaluotion of a Large Scole Early Grade Fromch [mewersion
Program: The Onewa Study, 25 LANG. Lisarmino 1 (1975) {Heseimalter citod s Bacik & Swain. Ortwa

Sowdy]; Bruck, Lumbert & Tucker, Cognitive Comsequences of Iiimgual Schaeling: The St. Lassbert Project
Through Grade Six, Lincuistrcs (San. 24, 1977 13,
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children are more “efficient’” (i.c.. faster) leamers of languages {(contrary 10
popular belieh).57 Hence. when rescarchers observed that older leamers who
already knew how to read in their native tongue were acaquiring a second
language faster than younger learners. they erroneously argued that the causal
variable was native tongue reading ability rather than age e

In fact. however, as Engle concluded in 1975. there is absolutely ro evidence
that students ca. leam a second language better if they learn to read in tacir
native tongue first.®® Indecd. the Canadian experiments in immersion and
bilinguat edvcation show just the opposite. The later immersion English-Cana-
dian students who had first leamed to read in English were ultimately surpassed
in French. when compared to the French native speakers, by the early immer-
sion studeats who had first leamed to read in French.™ After reviewing the
Canadian research. Swain concluded:

The 1ntroduction of reading in the second language in carly French immerswon pro-
grams prior (o the introduction of reading in the native language appears to fosier rapid
transfer of reading skills. The tcactung of English reading followed by the introduction
of French reading appears to have ncgalive clects on reading in both French and
English." .
While Swain was discussing native English speakers learning French, we
know of no educational theory ihat would suggest this procuss is cognitively
different for non-English speakers leaming English. Indeed. in the United

67. Ausebel, Adults versxs Childeen o Sevond Language Levrning. 48 Moo. Lang. J 420 (1964).
Taylor, Toword a Theury of Lamguage Acquismon. 24 Lant LEarMING 23 (1974): Enan-Tripp. /s Sevomd
Longuage Learning Like the Fira?. 8 Tesow Q. 111(1974) H Syenn. C Burstae & B Hanmiey, Froan
Fraom AGe ExcHt o ELEvin® (1975) (Ontano Mmistry of Education. Toronéo. O\, L. H. Ecxstraro,
AGE AND LENGTH OF RESIOENCE AS VARIASLES RELATED TO THE AOIUSTMENTS OF MIGRANT CHiLDREN
WitH SPECIA) REFERENCE 10 SECONO LANGUASE LEARMNG (1975) (Paper presented a the Assoc:aton
L ke de Linguistique Applxquce Comgress, Stutg ). Ramirez & Politzer. Comprrhension end
Production m Exglish as a Second Language by Elementory School Chuldren and Adolescents, in SECOND
LAMGUAGE ACQUISITION: A BOOK OF READINGS (E.M. Haxch ed. 1978). Swain, Time ond Timing m
Bilingual Edmcation, 31 LANG. LEARNING 1 (1981).

68. See. for example, Rosier & Farella, Bilingual Educction at Rock Poun: Some Earfy Resuis, W0
Tesou Q. }79(1‘776)‘. P. Rossem & W. Hots, Tree Rucx PonT ExPERIENCE: A LONGITUDSAL StTuov oF
A NAVAIO SCHOOL PROGRAM (SAAD NAAKS BEE NA'NITIN) (1980) (Cenrer FOR ArriED LiNGUISTICS,
ARLinoTON, YA); T. SKUTRARB-KANOAS & L. Touxomaa, Teacuino MiGaant Cnoen's MoTieex
Toncue AMD LEARNING THE Lanouace or The Host CounTRY 1N THE CONTEXT OF THE S0C%-
CULTURAL SITUATION OF THE MIGRART Fasmwy {1976) {UNESCO. New York).

69. Engle, swpra note 58.

70. Swaim, French Immerzion Progroms Across Camada. Research Findings. 31 Moo. Lana. Rev. 117
(1974) [Heremalter cited as Swain. Research Findings]: Swam, Bilingual Edwcation for the English- spewt-
g Conadien. i GeorcETomN UNIVERSITY Rouno TABLE ON LANGUAGS AND Lincuastacs {J.E. Alstis
od. 1978); Coko, The Effects of Language Sequencing om the Development of Billngual Reading Skills, n
Can. Moo. Lana, Rev. 534 (1976); Swers. Bilingual Schooling and Foreign Langmage Edwcation: Semse
Implicutions of Canadian Experiments in French Immersion, i Geongerown Univexsiry Rouno Tase
o Lanauace ano Linoustcs (JLE. Alstis od. 1973) [Hereinafter cited a8 Stemn, Bifinguel Schosling,
Implicaticnsf.

N Swein, Research Fiademgs, supra wote 70 ot 127.
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States, Cohen, ef al., whose earlier evaluation is often cited as evidence of the
superiority of bilingual education, concluded after the six year evaluation of the

same Redwood City, California, six year program where lower class Hispanic
students were taught bilingually:

These findings suggests that reading taught bifingually may oot facilitae reading in
English; that insiead, children who learn to read first and exclusively in English appear
1o do better in English reading over yme.n

Hence, despite the fact that Swain was talking about learning French in an
English dominant country, and Cohen, er af.. were talking about learning
English in an English dominant country, they both came to the same conclusion
after reviewing a large body of research on their respective programs. The
highest level of proficiency in a second language is attained by leamning to read
first in that language.

Virtually every analyst of second language leaming has agreed that the
length of time spent in language study is, all other things being equal, far and
away the single greatest predictor of achicvement in that language.’ The
Ottawa immersion experiments are particularly instructive because they have
tried 2 wholv range of time provisions from small daily amounts to larger daily
amounts of forty, sixty, ninety and one hundred fifty minutes to a full school
day of three hundred minutes of French immersion. The studies have shown

that the language achievement of thesc different groups of students increases as
the time increases. ™

Rarely, however, is any of the vast body of research and theory on second
language lcaming introduced into the bilingual education cases. The bilingual
education advocates have cffectively limited the focus of the festimony to
compensatory education issues.

72 A Couen. A. FATMAN & B. Mtrino, T REDWO00 Crvy BiLincuar, Enucation Prosec,
197074 SranisH AND EncLIsH Proticiency, MATHEMATICS AND LANGUAGE Use Over Time (1976)
(Ontano Inscitute for Studics . Education, Toronko, Omt. ).

73. Carvoll, supra noke 15, Stem, Burstall & Harley. supra note 67; Sictn, The Orsmen-Carleion French
Project: I1smes, Conclusions and Policy Implications, 33 Car. Moo. Lano. Rev. 216 (1976); Edwasds &
Smyth, Aiernatives 1o Early lmmersion Programs Jor the Acquisition of French as a Second Language, 32

AN. Moo, Lama. Rev. 24 (1976); Genesee, Individual D:ﬁknrni-S«w-!lq-qvuwniu. 34Can.
Moo Lawg. Rev. 490 (1978), Halpem, An Evaluation of Fremch Learning Alscrnasives, 33 Can, Moo.
Lama. Rev. 162 (1976); Stern, Bilingual Educarion, Implications, supen noke N0, S. bzzo, Secoro Lan-
GUAGE LEARNING: A REVittw OF RELATED STUDIES (1981) (National Clearinghy
Rocstys, Va.); T. Grav, €7 AL.. Foreson LANGUAGE LEARNING ™ THE
Comearssn or THREE LANGUAGE PROGRAMS (June, 1984) (Paper presemied ot the saamel mectng of the
Amencan Educational Rescarch Associati New Orleans, La.).

74. H. Stean, M. Swain, L. McLean, R, FRISOMAN, B. HARLEY & S Larkits, Trmes
APFROACHES TO TEACHING FRENCH: EVALUATION AND Ovexview of STupies R atep To Fevemassy
FunoeD EXTENSION OF THE S8C0ND LANGUAGE LEaRtina (FRENGH) Proorass » Tva CarLETON AND
Orrawa ScHoot. Boanns (1976) (Oniario Misistry of Educ., Torosto, Owt.).
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TBE v. Struciured humersion

As Table | indicates, no study has found transitional bilingual education w0
be supesior to structursd immersion and the only one to show no difference
between the two in second language icaming was conducted seventeen years
ago in the Philippines.” This study and Barik and Swain’® also showed no

“difference in math. All studies comparing bilingeal education to structured
immersion since then have found the latter to produce greater achievemnent in
the second language than the former.” All of the studies conducted in Canada
of immersion and bilingual education (partial French immersion) have shown
that the middle class and working class English speaking students who were
immersed in French in kindergarten and grade one were almost the equal of
native speaking French students uatil the curiculum became bilingual in grage
two, at which point their French ability declined and continued to decline 2
English was increased.

Most bilingual education analysts do not see the applicability of these studies
to the United States. First, they argue that the studies are not relevant to the
United States immigrant expericnce because the immersion and bilingual edu-
cation students are middle class. In fact, however, the experiments were con-
ducted with working class children and produced the same or better results.”™
The “‘time on task" principle—that is, the amount of time spent leaming a
subject—is the greatest predictor of achievement in that subject—holds across
classes. This is not unexpected since we know of no cducational theory that
would suggest lower class children need to spend less time leaming a subject
than middle and upper class children. Yet, this unexamined assumption under-
lies all court decisions ordering bilingual education within the constraints of the
normal school day.

A second argument made to dismiss the Canadian French immersion experi-

75. M. Ramos, | AcuiLa & B. Simavan. Tue DETERMIMATION AND |MPLEMUNTATION OF
LaNGUAGE Poucy (1967).

76. Bank & Swain. Otiawa Study, suprs note 66.

71 Breck, Lambert & Tucker, supra sote 66; H. Baxtx & M. SwaN, EVALUATION OF A BiL wGitasr
EpucaTion Program i Canapa (1978) (Commission Imenmiversicaire Suisse de Linguistique Appliquer,
Switzerlaad); F. Genesee. W. Lampexr & G. Tucker, An ExreniMent IN Tamaual Epucanon
(1977) (McGill Univ., Mostreal): Barik, Swain & Nwamenobi, Eaglish-French Bilmgnal Ediscotien: The
Eigin Stmdy Through Grode Five. 33 Can. Mob. Lanc. Rev. 459 (1977): E. Prna-HucHEs & J. Souss,
ABCs (1980) (McAllen Independent Schod District, McAllen, Tex.); Gersten, Stracnered Imumersios for
Language Minority Studewes: Results of & tongitudinal Evaluation, 7 Epuc. EvaL & Pou, Anac 187
(1985).

78. Tacker, Lambert & d'Anglejan. French [mmersica Progroms: A Pilot Investigetion. 25 Lang. Scv.
19 €1973%; Bruck,, Jakimik & Tucker. Are Fremch Imumersion Progroms Suitable for Working-Class Chdern?
A Follow-sp Investigation. 21 Womo 311 (971); G. Caixo. Twe ErrecTs or Dirremenr FRENCH hasarn-
SION PrOORAMS ON THE LANOUAOR AND ACADEMIC SKilLs o CHILDREN FXOM VAmIOUS
Soricacomomtc BACKGROUNDS (1975) (Uspublithed MLA. thesis at McGill University); Genesee, The
Suitabslety of Immersion Programs for all Chuldren. 32 Can. Moon. Lana. Rrv. 494 (1976).
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ments as applicable to the United States is that the Canadian students were seff-
selected and their mother tongue was the dominant language of the country.
The f{act that the students were self-sclected means that they were probably
better language learners than other students, all other things being equal. Self-
sclected English language students taught bilingually after grade one were
sometimes, but not always, the equal of the English controls because they
heard English at home and in the rest of the non-school environment. Superior
language learners hearing a language most of the time could sometimes,
although not always.™® equal other students hearing it all of the time. Once the
curriculum became bilingual, these students were never, however, the equal of
the French native speakers or of those English language students immersed
completely in French. In the United States, a student's native tongue would be
a minority language in an English language country. Immigrant children in the
United States would hear both their native tongue and English in the non-school
and school environment. They would thus hear more of the language being
learned than the bilingual education students in Canada, but still not as much as
non-bilingual education students. Since the bilingual cducation students are not
self-sclected eager language leamners, we would expect the net effect to be
similar to what was observed in Canada. Thus, contrary to many interpretations
of the Canadian cxperiments ¥ we would arguc that they suggest immersion is
at lcast as necessary for American ~onditions, rather than less, if the goal is to
achieve the highest level of English proficicncy that limited English-proficient
students are capable of within the constraints of the normal school day.

Thus, one of the most glaring deficiencies in the bilingual education court
decisions is the failure of the courts to consider such promising alternatives to
transitional bilingual education. The bilingual education advocates have limited
the debate since Lau so that the controversy in any court case is over the
violation. Once a violation is determined, typically only one remedy is con-
sidered desirable. The question then is the extent to which a school district has
the resources to implement fully a transitional bilingual education program.
Rarely, if ever, is structured immersion discussed as a viable alternative
because the bilingual education advocates have effectively dismissed the
Canadian cxperiments and prevented all but a few structured immersion experi-
ments in this country.

79 Fopp. The English Compeience of French Speaking Students w & Biliagual Setting, 32 Can. Moo.
Lani. REv. 365 (1976).

90, Tucker, Implicatons for U.S. Bdmgual Educatiom. Evidence from Canadien Research. 2 NCBE
Focus 1 (1980) (Natiomsl Cleanrighy for Bilingual Lda Washington. D.C.). Swus, Biliegual
Education for Majority and Minority Langeage Children. 33 STupta LinouisTica 1S (1981); Hermmdez.
Chavez, The Inodequacy of Eaglish Immersion Education as on Edwcational Approack for Language Minor-
ity Stdemer in the United Saases, 1n STUDRS ON IMmsersion EDUCATION (1984) (California Depertmest of
Educanos, Secramenio, Cal.).
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“Time on Task™ and TBE

If time on task-—the amount of time spent leaming a subject—is sich a good
predictor of achicvement. particularly for low achieving students ¥ then transi-
tional bilingual education should always be inferior to submersion, or doing
nothing, because th= latter allows the student to sit in the regular classroom and
bear English all day. This is not the case. Many methodologically sound
research studies show TBE to be no different from submersion, and some cven
show it to be superior.

One possible explanation for this lies in the nature of the time spent in an
English language environment in cach alternative. Since much of the learning
in a submersion situation is. at least initially, not effective learning because the
students do not understarnkl what is going on, a bilingual program which gives
the children half of their education in English, but structures the Engfish so that
it is understandable may provide more effective time in the English kanguage in
the beginning than a program which is completely in English, but oaly a small
part of it is comprehensible. As English beconies more understandable over
time, the greater time spent on English in the submersion situation would give
these children an advantage®? if the bilingual program were still truly bilingual.
Transitional bilingual education programs, however, usually reduce the native
tongue and increase English over time, so that at the end of three years students
in both the submersion situation and bilingual education may end up with the
same amount of effective leaming time in the English language. This may be
one reason for a commen finding of the research—no significamt difference
between doing nothing and transitional bilingual education.

Another possible explanation for the {requent lack of harm, and sometime
benefit, of iransitional bilingual education is that the program has important
psychological effects which compensate for the reduced English language
leaming time. That is to say. if students in submersion programs often feel
alienated or inferior, and if a special program regardless of its educational
utility makes school more enjoyable, then they may come to school more often
and stay longer. 1If in the submersion situation, they were taught ooc hundred
percent in English, but only came to school seventy-five percent of the time and

81. Wikey. Another Hour. Another Day. Quantity of Schooling. a Patent Path for Sociex. i Scuoounc
AND ACHIEVEMENT IN AMERICAN SOCIETY (W. Scwell, R. Hauser & D. Featherman ads. 1976); Rosen-
shune, Comtemt. Time and Direct Insucion. in Reszancu ano Teacranc: Concezra, FINDINGS a0
ImpacaTIONS (P. Peterson & H. Walbeg eds. 1979): K. Cuauser & A. Gaynor, CLosmec THE LEARNRG
Gar ErmicTive SCHOOUNG FOR INmaLLy Low Ackmevers (1930) (Boston University, Boston, Mass.).

82. See alzo Krashen, The Input Hypothesis, in GeonGeTown UrevERsiTY ROUND TanLE ON Las-
GUAGE AND LInGutsTcs (3. Alatis ed. 1980); Long. Inpet. Iaternction and Second Laxgsage Acquusition. s
ANNALS OF Tre New Yorx ACADEMY OF SCiEncE (1981) (New York Academy of Sciemee, New York )y M.
SwaiN, COMMURICATIVE COMHTENCE. SOMe ROLES OF COMPREHENSIME INPUT ANO COMPREHENSIMLE
OutruT v 113 Drveroesment (Nov., 1983) (Paper presenicd st the Secomd Language Research Forws,
University of Cakifornia. Los Angeles, Cal.).
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only half of that was comprehensible in the first year, they will have less
effective English language learning time for that year than if they had been in a
bilingual program which taught them fifty percent in comprehensible English,
but motivated them to come to school eighty-five percent of the time.

Structural changes in the normal school day oc year may also compensate for
redoced English language learning time in transitional bilingual educatior.
Some transitional bilingual education programs reduce the pupil-teacher ratio
and the time spent on non-academic subjects to produce greater academic
English language leaming time even though half the program is taught in
another language. One program studied by McConnell®? had the migrant
children not only going to school year round, but being taught on the bus while
ca route to their various scasonal locations. Thus, the children were more thae
compensated for the daily reduction in English language leaming time by the
extended school year. Of course, an importast policy question is how much
greater would the effect on English language achievement have been if this had
been a stroctured immersion program taught coe hundred percent of the time in
comprehensible English? Another important policy question which we return to
in the conclusion of this paper is why “‘transition’ them at all if one can make
structural changes that produce both high English language achievement and
understanding of another language?

Another possible explanation for the frequent lack of harm and sometime
benefit of TBE is that the TBE programs which are equal to or superior
to submersion are actually mece nearly structured immersion programs.
Fill:nore* for example, examined different kinds of bilingual education
classes and found that the teacher who was most successful in raising the
English language achievemnent of her Chinese students provided a structured
learning environment in which the students were continually pushed and not
allowed 10 go at their own pace, but instruction was almost entircly in English.
Both she and Courtney Cazdea® call this bilingual education, but we would
argue that a cusriculum taught ninety percent in English is much closer to the
structured immersion model than to the bilingual education model.

Similarly, the Austin Independent School District program® is cited by
Baker and de Kanter®? as a study which showed TBE to be no different from, or

83. B. McCONNELL, EFPBCTIVENESS OF INDIVIDUAL Basioual BeTRUCTION Fom MIGRANT ST
oenTs (1990) ( Unpublished doctoral thesa, Washington Stae Usiversity k McConaclt, Evaluating Bilimgual
Education Using & Time Serics Design, i Arrucanices oF Tima Smems Axarysis 70 EvALUATION
(G, Forchasd od. 1982).

34. Fllmore, Learming a Second Langwage: Chinese Children bm the Americom Classroom. m
GaoRowzow UnivERsITY ROUND TABLE O LANGUAGE AND Linoussmacs (5, Alatis od. 1990).

35, Canden, supra aote 23,

86. Carsrud & Curis, supre note 49,

7. Baex & pe Kanven, Review, mgra a0k 22; Baker & de Kamer, Fedevad Podicy, supra mose 4.
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superior to, submersion. Yet, the teachers in this program used English as the
medium of instruction eighty-two percent of the time. Legaretta and Arocena
and Curtis report English was used seventy-five percent of the time in the TBE
classes studied.®® Not surprisingly, Arocena and Curtis also found the class
with twice as much formal instruction had the highest achievement.

Tickunoff’s® descripive study of successful bilingual instruction (fifty-cight
teachers from six nationally representative sites) identified the following
characteristics of successful programs: 1) eighty percent of time allocated to
academic learning tasks, 2) L1 used by teachers primarily to clarify instruc-
tions, and 3) content areas such as math anc' social studies tavght in English.
While Tickuncff does not say so, these ace the characteristics of structured
immersion, not of bilingual education.

Many teachers and administrators do not “‘cheat,” bowever, and they teach
the program as its advocates assume——Dbilingually for as long as possible within

-the constraints of a normal school day and school year, and the normal curricu-

lum which includes non-academic subjects. These may be the programs in
which TBE students are shown to be inferior in achievement to swdents in
regular classrooms. Given the constraints imposed by the adversary system,
very little of the subtleties of this research and the logic of second language
learning have been reflected in the court testimony and decisions. It is rare for a
court to consider the effect of limiting English language learning time for
instruction in two languages or couversely to consider expanding the school
day or week or year in order to increase English language learning time.

Bilingusl Teachers

One issue of importance in the bilingual education court cases is the school
district’s provision of bilingual teachers for bilingual education programs.
Although the plaintiffs have been successful in arguing on a *‘common sense™
basis that bilingual teachers are necessary for teaching limited-English-profi-
cient students, the empirical research does not support this. Two studies of the
achievement gains of limited-English-proficient children taught by bilingual
and monolingual teachers® found no difference between the twe. Similarly, the

88. Legareta, Languape Choice im Bilingwal Classroome, |1 Tesow Q. 9 (1977); M. AsocEnA & §
Currus, Samtz BiinGuaL Prarect. Dmminent Gaiks: WiaT Harroan? (March, 19584) (Paper presesed
a the anmmal mecting of the Asencaa Educationsl Research Association, New Orleans, La)

89 W. Tickunorr, An Emencano Descxirmon oF Succetsrut BitinQuaL InsTaucTriON:
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF Paxt | oF THE SBIF STUDY {1943) (Far West Laboraiory for Educaenal Rescarch
and Development. San Francisco, Cal.).

90. J. CurTis. lDeNTWRCATION OF Examrtaxy Teactens o8 LEP Stuokrs (Aprid 1984) (Paper
presenscd af the annual incctmg of the American Educations] Research Associstion, New Oresns. La.x
G. LaooM, &t AL.. ESAA BHINGUAL/BICULTURAL ProincT. 1973-74 Evaruamion lerort (1974)
(Austm Independent Schoal District, Austia, Tex.).
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AIR national survey of bilingual education also found no relationship between
whether a teacher was bilingual and the performance of histher students ®

Even more amazing, Moore and Parr found teachers in the bilingual edoca-
tion program who were rated as less competent had betier student performance.
This finding is not as strange as it sounds if, as scems likely for a biliagual
education program, the competence rating is primarily an evaluation of
the teacher’s bilingual ability. If that is the case, this would suggest that the -
teachers who taught in English because they were not bilingual had better
student performarnce than those who, because they were bilingual, taught bilin-
gually. What all these studies suggest is that the psychological advantage ore
gains from having a bilingual, same ethnic group teacher may be offset by the
tendency of these teachers to actually teach the transitional bilingual edacation
program as its proponents intend it to be taught—bilingually. Thus, it may be
more important that a teacher teach in English than that he or she be bibsgual,
if one’s goal is the greatest English language proficiency that a student is
capable of within the constraints of the normal school day.

Policy Recommendations

The discussion and policy recommendations that follow are based on our
interpretation of the research in bilingual education as well as school desegre-
gation. While to some extent they are speculative, they are certainly no more so
than current policy in this field, as experts have ackrowledged.%?

Our first policy recommendation is the one most reviewers have—more
good research needs to be conducted in order for the courts and policymakers

to make intelligent decisions. We recommend that the federal government
require local bilingual education programs to keep the kind of data that would
allow social scientists to analyze variations in proyrams. Not all biliagual
education programs use the same amount of instructional ime in English noc
do they keep students in the program for the same amount of time. Many
programs called transitional bilingual education are closer to the stractured
immersion model while others are closer to a maistenance program. If program
administrators were required to keep this kind of program information, social
scientists could assess the effects of these variations. The federal govermment,
however, must fund more high quality rescarch by ealisting the aid of
nationally respected social scientists in designing RFP’s wod cvalustimg pro-
posals. The quality of rescarch in this field is a national disgrace which we do

91. Dano(T, seprz acte 63.

92. Moors & Purr, Models of Bilingual Education: Comparisens of Effechiwmexs, 79 Ecas. Scw. J. 93
{1978).

93. Roos, Bikiagmal Educsrion: The Hisponic Response 1o Unequel Educationsl Oppornasisy, &2 Law
& Conrame. Puos. (1978); Caiden, spru note 28,




ER

PAFullToxt Provided by ERIC

Fall 1986] Bilimgmal Edwcatios, 411

not think would be allowed if the subject were mational defensc or the economy.
Whether good research will ever get admitted inso the courtroom, however, is a
matter of chance— whether one side or another believes it will help its case.

What litle good rescarch there is suggests the advocates of transitional
bilingual education have done 2 disservice to limited-English-proficient
¢n"ren by selling them half a loaf under the guise of a whole one. Contrary to
the impression given by most court decisions, there is no consistent evidence
that transitional bilingual education is the best way to impreve th~ English
language proficiency of limited-English-proficient children, nor the best way 10
make them or keep them bilingual. [t seems o us that children who spend haif
their day being educated in their native tongue for three years and then all their
time in the second language after that will oot be very bilingual when they
graduate many years later, and they will have lost onc and onc-half years of
English language leaming time.

One of the many serious limitations of the research on bilingual education
and the programs themselves, however, is that no ooc looks at the future
educational success of graduates of bilingual of immersion programs, as well
as their life chances. It is quite possible, for example, that maintenance
bilingual education, that is, bilingual education for an endire school career,
reduces English language achievement in comparison to educating a child in the
regular English language classroom or structured immersion, but increases life
chances for these students. This is because i might produce greater native
tongue ability resulting in greater economic gains in later life than would be
predicted from the English language achievernent of these students.

Even if this does not increase one’s life chances in any maierial way, it
certainly ought to do so in an inellectual sense. While there arc problems,
particularly self-selection bias, with the analyses that conclude bilingualism
increases cognitive development, at the very Jeast being able to converse in
another language is a valuable skill. Rather than viewing limited-English-
proficiend-children as a burden, perhaps we ought to view them as an oppor-
tunity to develop bilingual sduits.

There are two clements of coasumer protection, however, which are critical
for the courts to comsicer if they are to adequasely protect the rghts of limited-
English-proficient children. First, not every limited-English-proficient child
will want to, or be able to, maintain their mother tongue. Nor should they be
forced 10 do so by the courts and other policymakers. Second, children and
their parents must be advised as to the probable consequences of being raised
bilingually within the constraints of the normal school day. Such children will

4 Cwmmins, The Cogaitive Development of Chikdres: it towmersion Programs, 34 Cax Moo, LanG.
Rav. 858 (1978): Kessier & Quinn. Posifive Efvcts of Bilirguakion 011 Science Probiem Sotving Abilires, in
GeoroHTowN UNIVERSTTY ROUND TARLE % LANGUAGE AN Linouistcs (). Alsus od. 1900 Lambent,
Cogmitive and Sociocultural Consequences of Bilingualism, 34 CAN, Moo, Larno. Rev, $37 (W78
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be like decathlon athetes and it is false advertising to promise thern they will
not only win the decathlon, but also come in first in cach individual event
against those who specialize in it. Unfortunately, that is what bilingual educa-
tion advocates have been proauising primarily because that is what the courts
and other policymakers have been demandiz .

Obviously, then, bilingual maintenance programs will be most successful in
increasing life chances if, as with the year-round transitional bilingual ~duca-

Of course, limitcd-English-proficient students in immersion programs could
also beoefit from an extended school day or year. There is no reason why the
courts should mot order “‘compensatory™ education that traly compensates -
childrea for the time they bave lost. If children are deficient in English, they
should have more rather than the same amount or less of English language
instruction. If English fluent children attend school for five hoars, then limited-
English-proficient children should attend it for six or seven. That is truly a
remedy which compensates children for a fourteenth amendment violation.

Both a structared immersion and a bilingual maintenance carriculum should
include a strong bicultural program in order to produce the greatest achieve-
ment gains acd equal statws intergroup contact. This is an area in which the
courts have been reluctant to intervene, but one in which their involvement is
greatly needed since it is the one issuc which the school districts are most likely
1o ignore. The research om interracial contact conducted by Cohen, Robbins,
and Slavin suggests some ways to structure these programs.® Coben’s and

It follows from this that one way of changing the low status of limited-English-
proficient children and istegrating them into the regular curriculum is to

appoint them, even those who speak little English, the teacher’s aide in a

presented at the asmmal meeting of te American Edwea 2l Rescarch A
STUDENT TEAMS AND ACHIEVEMENT Divisionss: EFFecTs on ACADEMIS
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multicultural program in which they teach their English-speaking classmates
their mother tongue and culture.

Slavin’s? research on cooperative leaming suggests that ose of the most
successful ways to raise achievement and produce equal status contact when
students leave the immersion program for the integrated classroom is to
reorganize the individualized competitive classroom into a cooperative
environment in which children are assigned to teams, heterogeneous in ability
and ethnicity, which compete against each other. Perhaps as important as the
interdependence this establishes is that low achieving students are actively and
positively engaged in academic classroom activities.

Summary

This review has discussed the use of social science research in bilingual
educational equity cascs and the federal policymaking process and its policy
implications. The court cases and OCR negotiations have been characterized
by the mutual belief on the part of the plaintiffs and the defendants that
transitional b'lingual education is the best method of solving the English lan-
guage achievement problems of limited-English-proficient children. The plain-
tiffs typically argue that its failure to do so in the defendant school district is a
function of bad implementation. The school districts often contend that num-
bers are at the heart of the matter. They simply cannot afford to provide this
*superior’ instructional technique to every child who needs it

The research, however, does not support transitional bilingual education as a
superior instructional technique for increasing the English language achieve-
ment of limited-English-proficient children. Indeed, despite the general accep-
tance by the courts that submersion or doing nothing has falled, it fares no
worse than transitional bilingual education.

We believe the most promising technique is structured immersion with
bilingual, same ethnic group teachers, because this fulfills both the cognitive
and psychological needs of limited-English-proficient children. There really
nced to be more planned variation experiments, however, before the courts
would be willing to order such programs implemented. One area which the
courts have almost completely ignored is the noa-academic domain. Any spe-
cial language program should be combined with a bicultural program and team
learning to produce equal status contact and the greatest achievement gains for
low achieving students.

The rescarch does not support transitional bilingual education as a superior
instructionzl technique for maintaining the mother tongue either. We would
arguc that the best way to do that is through a bilingual maintenance program

97 Stavin, STUDENT TrAMs. supre nute 96; Stavin, CooreraTive Leasnmas, supre nose 96,
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co.aposed of seif-selected eager language learners willing to make the trade-
offs that such an education will entail for the reward of being bilingual. This,
however, is an educational and social policy concern, not a legal issue, and thus
the courts will probably have little to say about it.
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Mr. ROTH. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

In the days since the Rossell and Ross study was released, pro-
ponents of bilingual education have attempted to refute it, but the
fact remains that bilingual education is a flop at what we in Con.-
gress have asked it to do; teach students English.

Those who have other goals for these programs should say so and
allow the rest of us to vote on these programs on those merits. If
the supporters of bilingual education want to use it as a way to
maintain the language and culture of their ancestors at the ex-
pense of their children’s future, let them say so up front, but it sim-
ply defies the evidence to say that bilingual education teaches stu-
dents English better than other methods.

These failed programs cost a good deal of money. Direct govern-
ment support for bilingual education programs totaled $228 million
in this fiscal year. An estimate offered in 1990 during a congres-
sional hearing on bilingual education suggests that this is but 20
percent of the total cost of these programs. In other wolds, real
spending for bilingual education is probably well over a billion dol-
lars a year.

English must be the language of our schools and our country.
Not only do the American people in general agree—93 percent of
the people in my recent district questionnaire agreed—but so do
our Nation’s immigrants and language minorities.

For example, the Latino National Political Survey released De-
cember 15 of last year indicates that Hispanics, even recent immi-
grants, want their children to learn English. In fact, Hispanics
agreed by over 90 percent that U.S. residents should learn English.

Advocates of bilingual education demand that these programs
continue despite their virtually unbroken record of failure. These
failures have human faces.

Let me mention just one. A mother in New York City, Gregoria
Jiminez, came to the attention of the press recently because she
was forced to hire a private tutor for her son. Why? Because after
3 years of bilingual education, her son could not read or write in
any language.

A Chinese-American, Philip Chiu, put this tragedy in perspective
in the San Diego Union, where he wrote, “The most critical tool to
achieve our goals is to speak better English than the whites ... To
better our English doesn’t mean to throw away our heritages. It
means the possession of an effective means to work with and to
compete with white ... Instead of fighting for bilingual education,
we should sue the State of California for im lementing the bilin-
gual education program to intentionally impede the progress of mi-
norities in joining the American mainstream.”

You see, Mr. Chairman, I feel that bilingual education does im-
pede bringing people into the American mainstream and therefore
it doesn’t give them the same advantages that others enjoy. So I
think it is discriminating against them.

If the parents of the children involved and the academic re-
searcliers who are objective, and if the prominent educators and
hard-pressed taxpayers all oppose bilingual education, why should
Congress renew these programs?

President Clinton has challenged us to be as good at eliminating
programs that don't work as we are at creating new ones. For the
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successful future of our Nation’s children, funding for bilingual
education must be terminated.

So long as English remains a language of opportunity in this Na-
tion we are doing the children of immigrants a grave disservice by
giving them less of what they really need—English classes and
English language instruction. The $228 million we are spending for
bilingual programs every year could pay for a good deal of instruc-
tion in English.

This is one of the reasons I recently introduced the “Declaration
of Official Language Act” to make English our Nation’s official lan-

age. You see, I don't think that we should be voting in six dif-
erent languages in LA. I don’t think that we should be fractional-
izing America into different linguistic groups. I feel we are all
Americans and there is no need for hyphenated Americans. A key
part of this bill is the elimination of the failed bilingual education
programs.

The response to this bill from the American people has been tre-
mendous. I have received letters and telephone calls from people all
over the country. I was on a talk show in New York one day at 4
o’clock in the afternoon. At 11 o’clock at night, my phones were still
ringing in the office on this issue, so I know people are concerned
about it.

The support I have received from over 50 States from people of
all ancestries and economic backgrounds tells me that the majority
of Americans are with me on this issue. It is time for Congress to
start listening to the American people and less to the professional
ethnic activists.

The time to act on behalf of the American public is now. We
must not follow the same divisive path taken in Quebec and else-
where, and we must ensure that all of our children have the same
opportunity of learning effective English.

The evidence is clear. Bilingual education wastes billions of tax-
payer dollars while failing to give students an adequate education
in any language. Programs such as bilingual education which actu-
ally inhibit the learning of English must be eliminated.

We Americans, as I have said, are eople from every corner of
the globe, from every heritage, every finguistic background imag-
inable, but we are one Nation, one eople. We have a commonality,
and that commonality is called the English language.

Arthur Schlesinger in his book, “The Disuniting of America,”
says bilingualism is an elitist, not a popular movement. Institu-
tionalized bilingualism remains another source of fragmentation of
America, another threat to the dream of one people.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman KiLDEE. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Toby Roth follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. TOBY ROTH, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE
OF WISCONSIN

Mr. Chairman and Members of the subcommittee, [ want to thank you for giving
me this opportunity to testify on behalf of some people Congress doesn't hear from,
The children in the bilingual education rograms we're dcbating over today don't
hire lobbyists. Their parents don't make ig salaries. All they have is a dream for
a better fife in America. [ am here today to speak for these Eeople. Mr. Chairman.
Someone has to say what these children and their parents know to be true—that
without English, these children are doomed to a second-class future.
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Do these programs continue because parents support them? No. These programs
continue despite parental opposition. One of the most moving statements on this
subject was made by Ernesto Ortiz, a foreman on a South Texas ranch, who said:
“My children learn Spanish in school so they can grow up to be busboys and waiters.

I téach them English at home so they can grow up to be doctors and lawyers.”

Thomas Sowell, in his book Inside American Education, cited numerous surveys
proving that the great majority of Hispanic parents—more than three-fourths of
Mexican-American parents and more than four-fifths of Cuban-American parents—
are opposed to the teaching of Spanish in the schools at the expense of English.

These feelings from Hispanic parents are understandable and laudable. Consider
the plight of the non-English speaker in America. Newspaper want-ads offering jobs
are meaningless. Writing an effective resume is even more difficult. The most tragic
aspect of failed bilingual education programs is that they relegate their pupils to
second-class economic status.

Right now, T suspect there are more supporters of bilingual education in this hear-
in%room than there are in the rest of the country combined.

resident Reagan reminded us that Washington, DC is the home of the .iron tri-
angle. That triangle is composed of three parts: (1) the lobbyists who make their
living from an issue (2} the bureaucrats who also make their living from an issue
and (3) sympathetic members of the news media. The bilingual education programs
Congress wants to renew today are being pushed by the very same iron triangle
that the American people are currently complaining about so vocally.

The time has come to admit that transitional bilingual education does not work.
The evidence has been in for some time. Transitional bilingual education is a dismal
1failure at what Congress has specifically asked it to accomplish: teach students Eng-

ish.

Even advocates of bilingual programs have been forced to admit that these pro-
grams do not work. Thomas P. Carter and Roberto D. Segura, in their book, Mexi-
can-Americans in School; A Decade of Change confess:

“Governmental financial support (for bilingual education) will diminish rap-
idly as it becomes increasingly clear to legislators that the goals of improved
Chicano academic achievement are not met.”

That statement was made in 1979. Most people don’t know that Congress man-
dated bilingual education nationally in 1974 with little evidence in its favor. This
was the Red Queen in Alice in Wonderland: sentence first, verdict afterwards.
Today, the search for proof that these programs actually help immigrant children
learn English continues without success.

The most thorough study in this area was released in 1986, by Christine H.
Rossell and J. Michael Ross. Rossell and Ross reviewed every study they could find
on the subject from the 1960s to 1984. Their aim was to find if bilingual education
actually helped students to learn English.

As Rossell and Ross bluntly put it

[Not a single) study has found transitional bilingual education to be
superior to structured immersion (at teaching English).

1 ask that this complete study appear in the record of this hearing at this point.

In the days since the Rossell and Ross study was released, Eroponents of bilingual
education have attempted to refute it. But the fact remains that bilingual education
is a flop at what we in Congress have asked it 10 do: teach students English.

Those who have other goals for these programs should say so and allow the rest
of us to vote on these programs on those merits. If the supporters of bilingual edu-
cation want to use it as a way to maintain the language and culture of their ances-
tors at the expense of their children’s future, let them say so up front. But it simply
defies the evidence to say that bilingual education teaches students English better
than other methods.

These failed programs cost a good deal of money. Direct government support for
bilingual education programs totaled $228 million for this fiscal year. An estimate
offered in 1990 during a congressional hearing on bilingual education suggests that
this is but 20 percent of the total cost of these programs. 1n other words, real spend-
in%on bilingual education is probably well over $1 billion annually.

nglish must be the language of our schools and our country. Noi oniy do the

American people in general agree on this matter—93 percent of respondents to my

annual district questionnaire expressed their agreement—but so do our Nation’s im-

migrants and language minorities.

or example, the Latino National Political Survey released on December 15, 1992
indicates that Hispanics, even recent immigrants, want their children to learn Eng-
lish. In fact, Hispanics agreed by over 90 percent that U.S. residents should learn

English.
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Advocates of bilingual education demand that these programs continue despite
their virtually unbroken record of failure. These failures have human faces. Let me
mention just one. A mother in New York City, Gregoria Jiminez, came to the atten-
tion of the press recently because she was forced to hire a private tutor for her son.
Why? Because after three vears of bilingual education. her son could not read or
write in any language.

A Chinese-American, Philip Chiu, put this tragedy in perspective in the San Diego
Union:

“The meost critical tool to achieve our goals is to speak better English than the
whites. ... To better our English doesn't mean to throw away our own heritages.
It means the possession of an effective means to work with and to compete with
whites. ... Instead of fighting for bilingual education, we should sue the State of
California for implementing the bilingual-education (sic) program to intentionally
impede the progress of minorities in joining the American mainstream.”

f the parents of the children invoived. objective academic researchers, prominent
educators, and hard-pressed taxpayers all oppose bilingual education, why should
Congress renew these programs? President Clinton has challenged us to be as good
at eliminating programs that don't work as we are at creating new ones. For the
successful future ogrour Nation's children, funding for bilingual education must be
terminated..

So long as English remains the language of opportunity in this Nation, we are
doing the children of immigrants « grave disservice by giving them less of what they
really need—English classes and English language instruction. The $228 million we
gareEspcip%ing for failed bilingual programs could pay for a good deal of instruction
in English.

This was one of the reasons [ recently introduced H.R. 739, “The Declaration of
Official Language Act,” to make English our Nation's official language. A key part
of this bill is the elimination of failefbilingual education programs.

The response to this bill from the American people has been tremendous. I have
received letters and phone calls from all over tge country in the thousands in sup-
port of my bill.

The support 1 have received fromn all 50 States from people of all ancestries and
economic backgrounds tells me that the majority of Americans are with me. It is
time Congress started listening inore to the American people and less to the profes-
sional ethnic activists.

The time to act on behalf of the American public is now. We must not follow the
same divisive path taken in Quebec and elsewhere. And we must ensure that all
of our children have the same opportunity to effectively learn English.

The evidence is clear. Bilin a{) education wastes billions of taxpayer dollars while
failing to give students an adequate education in any language. Programs such as
bilingual education which actually inhibit the learning of English must be elimi-
nated. Doing so will help ensure a bright future for our Nation, and for Americans
of every culture and heritage.

Again, ] thank the Chairman and members of the subcommittee for the oppor-
tunity to address this important subject.

Chairman KILDEE. I want to thank both the witnesses. I think
both of you would agree with me that it would be an educational
and a social failure for a student to go through school without be-
coming proficient in English. I think the question is whether we
want to make everyone monolingual in the country. That is what
we will try to discuss in the course of these hearings.

We have in Flint, Michigan a bilingual program in which we
have Hispanic children and children who are of other heritages in
the same classroom and the Hispanic children are first of all mak-
ing sure they make their promotion in a timely fashion or learning
well and the other students in the classroom are picking up Span-
ish. It is really great to visit that classroom.

I have also noticed that the parents of the Hispanic children,
their English also, because they are very much involved in the pro-
gram, their English grows in proficiency.

So I think we have to look at programs and see what type of pro-
grams achieve the purpose of what bilingual education has in its
Preamble, that it will make sure that the students achieve pro-
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ficiency in English, but to use the native language to make sure
that they do not fall behind in their promotion and graduation re-
quirements.

As another factor, I think that if we certainly keep our eye on
making sure they achieve proficiency in English, it is a plus if they
remain bilingual, a plus for themselves and a plus for our society
as we compete in this global economy.

We are talking about free markets. The President is pushing
NAFTA, and it might be useful if more people were bilingual. But
I think you both would agree that we want to make sure our stu-
dents achieve proficiency in English. It is a question of whether we
want people to be monolingual or bilingual and in some instances
help them retain their native language so they can be bilingual.

I think that is what will emerge and you bring points of view
that have been researched and I appreciate it very much.

I have no questions. I will turn to Mr. Goodling for questions.

Mr. GOODLING. I don’t have any questions either, just to thank
both of you for coming and indicate that what I took from your tes-
timony, putting both together, is that flexibility is also very, very
important. We have been having this battle for the 18%2 years that
I have been here each time we have a reauthorization and we had
to get beyond the point of where we were convinced or we were try-
ing to be convinced by those that were testifying that there was
only one way to bring about this transition.

I think we have improved the language of the legislation rather
dramatically over the years to allow the flexibility. For example,
the first Vietnamese students that came to my school district, their

parents—and they were the brightest and the best. The parents
spoke English, therefore it was just a maiter of time until they
went flying ri%ht by the rest o/ my students, who had been speak-

in%‘English all their lives, because the parents demanded it.

he Boat People that came, of course, had very little education,
as many people now coming into the country have had no formal
education at all, so it is even difficult to teach in their own lan-
guage because they can converse but as far as the grammar, they
haven't had that in their own language.

Basically I see from what you are saying that flexibility is going
to be very important. We have to keep in mind that in some school
districts—I can think of two—there are 101 languages spoken in
one district and in the other school district 102 languages.

It is not difficult to get Spanish teachers. It is very difficult in
many of the other languages to get teachers and at the same time
meet the qualifications that the teachers’ groups say they have to
meet, which I don’t think is the way you should do it.

So I hope that we will continue the thought that there must be
flexibility and those who seek those grants; and as you said, a very
limited number of people who get grants because there is a limited
amount of funding—that we won’t get into the business of tying
our hands so tightly that there is only one way to provide a bilin-
gual education program. I would hope that family literacy would be
the focal point.

The Even Start program that we just instituted in our area, we
have 90 youngsters, a large number of them are Hispanic and their
parents, and of course we insist that the parents participate. That
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is what Even Start is all about. And they become more literate
than they presently are and better—have better parenting skills so
that they can be the child’s first and most important teacher.

Again I thank both of you. You came from two different direc-
tions, but 1 really believe you bring the idea of flexibility to the
forefront.

Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Becerra?

Mr. BECERRA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Also in the interest of time for our colleagues I will not ask any
questions, but make a few quick remarks.

I thank Mr. Serrano for his commments. As he mentioned, those
of us in the Caucus will be introducing a bill dealing with bilingual
education as well as migrant education and Chapter 1. I thank the
chairman of the Caucus for his efforts this year and in the past to
try to bring the issue of bilingual education to the forefront and ad-
dress it, I believe in a compassionate and rational way.

Mr. Roth, there was a point where you mentioned that most resi-
dents in this country—especially Latino residents in this country,
immigrant or U.S. citizens, truly believe that we must all learn and
understand English.

I think that is the goal and should be the goal of any program,
whether it is bilingual education or anything within our school sys-
tem. We have to make sure that our children understand and are
very proficient in English so they can be proficient in every field.

I disagree that we must be alarmed and feel that English is
being threatened in this country, because 1 think you will find that
more than American citizens, the immigrants, those who will be-
come our future citizens, are more interested in making sure we
maintain English as our language than are American citizens.

I think you will find that they are more interested in perfecting
their ability to speak English than any other American citizen be-
cause they understand more than others the true value of English.

I think we can work together to come up with some particular
policies. I think that whether we agree completely that bilingual
education or any form of education is the best way to go, ultimately
we are trying to fashion the best approach to make our children
better citizens.

I will reserve the rest of my comments until an opening state-
ment later.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

[The prepared statement of Hon. Xavier Becerra follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. XAVIER BECERRA, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF CALIFORNIA

It is a pleasure to be here this morning to hear from both a distinguished congres-
sional panel and an expert panel which includes teachers. practitivners, professors
and a former bilingual student. I thank my Chairman, Dale Kildee, for holding a
separate hearing on bilingual education and the educational needs of limited-Eng-
lish proficient students. Chairman Kildee has been a long time supporter of bilin-
gual education going back to his tenure in the Michigan legislature in the 1970s
{.vh_erle he was the primary force behind the passage of the State's first education
egislation.

am proud to serve under Chairman Kildee and I look forward to working closely
with him on the reauthorization of ESEA and s ecifically Title VIL. This has been
a long haul for this subcommittee, Chairman Kilcfee and his hard working staff have
put together 26 hearings on the reauthorization of ESEA, We should all acknowl-
edge the long hours and dedication of the subcommittee staff, especially the staff
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director, Susan Wilhelm, as well as, Tom Kelley, Jeff McFarland, Margaret Kairckas
and Bessie T~ylor,

I would like to extend a special welcome to my fried and colleapue José Serrano,
Chairman of the Hispanic Caucus, and former member of the Education and Labor
Committee. José Serrano has a lon history of fighting for a better future for all
children, and during his tenure in (%ongress he has been a true champion for edu-
cation. Since leaving this committee. he has continued his advocacy for children and
education as a new member of the Labor, Health and Human Services and Fdu-
cation Subcommittee un the Appropriations Committee.

This fall Representative Serrano and I will be introducing legislation on behalf
of the Hispanic Caucus which will focus on the reauthorization of Title VII, the Bi-
lingual Ecﬂlcation Act, and Chapter 1 of the Elementary and Secondary Education
Act. Representative Serrano wi testify more about the direction the Caucus will

moving towards with this landmark legislation, but we are committed to several
basic principles. First, to provide increased funding for qualit programs that teach
English to Emited-Englis‘n proficient children. Second, to highlight achievement in .
traditional academic courses. And third, to offer the development of multilingual
skills for all students.

I look forward to hearing from our panels today because nowhere is the need for
increased Federal investment more necessary than in bilingual education. We have
seen a dramatic increase in the number of Americans speaking a language other M
than English over the past decade. According to the Census Bureau, more than 31.8
million people ages five and over said they spoke a language other than English in
1990 compared to 23.1 million in 14&0. And by the next Census, in the year 2060,

I know that number wiil he larger by at least one, because my wife, Carolina, and
I will do our utmost to insure that our newborn daughter Clarisa Isabel becomes
fluent in Spanish. English, and hopefully a third language.

Our Nation's economic future hinges upon our ability to harnc-s the skills of all
our citizens. To compete in the competitive global market of the 21st century we
need to encourage multiculturalism and multilingua! ability, and I see the expan-
sion of bilingual education as one of the keys to a prosperous future for the United
States. We must empower all our citizens, be they Native Americans in the south-
west, Haitian immigrants in New York. Hmong transplants in Providence. Native
Hawatians in Honolulu, Latinos in Texas or Asian Americans in California. Ameri.
ca’s greatest strength is its diversity.

I look forward to working with the Clinton Administration to expand and improve
bilingual education, The past 12 vears have been difficult ones for proponents of bi-
lingual education. Since 1980, funding has decreesed by 46 perc.nt when adjusted
for inflation. That's difficult for any program to swallow, even considering the 4 per-
cent decline in school enrollment during this same period. But the number of chil-
dren who speak a language other than Fnglish did not shrink; it grew 41 percent
over the past decade. Currently Title VII serves less than 10 perce t of eligible chil-
dren. This situation must change and with the commitment of administration offi-
cials like Secretary of Education Richard Riley. I am confident we will be successful.

Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Petri.
Mr. PETRI. I would just like to thark both colleagues for coming
and testifying. This is a very important subject and I know my col-
league from Wisconsin has been a leader in this area for a consid-
era%le time, partly because our State, like Michigan, is next to
Canada and we see the problems that Canada has as a Nation with
its bilingual policy and the tension its policy has created. .
I hope we don't end up getting trapped in the same kind of situa-
tion in the United States, that we work to recognize the diversity
of our country, but have nutional policies that help people to enter
the mainstream and function effectively as Americans; we must
recognize that language is one of the things that historically has
united us in the United States, though people may have spoken a
language different than English when they arrived in the United
States.
I don't know if you have further comments, but I do want to
thank you for helping us with this important subject.
Chairman KitbgE. \Ir. Roemer.
Mr. ROEMER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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I first of all would like to welcome both my distinguished col-
leagues to the Education and Labor Committee, particularly Mr.
Serrano, who is a Member of this committee. It is nice to see you
here giving us good testimony.

I think the bilingual education question has to be looked at. It
is not presented as English only or English first. I think it needs
to be looked at in terms of how do we expand the education oppor-
tunities for those students in America that are English deficient
and that desire to imr rove their English language skills. That is
one of the goals here, I think.

Secondly, how do we continue to have pride in this country in all
languages while having schools and students and educators and
teachers and doctors and lawyers and scientists and trade nego-
tiators that are proud to speak three and four and five languages
in this country?

When you travel to Europe, it is very common to see people
speak two or three languages, and that is not something that peo-
ple are ashamed of.

Here we don't encourage that enough. We don’t put enough of
our resources into making sure that people not only speak English
well—and that has nothing to do with their background or their
race or their origin—we need to make sure that all people in this
country can write and speak English properly. But I also think that
we need to encourage changes in this program.

Mr. Roth said that President Clinton has talked about eliminat-
ing programs that are wasteful. President Clinton has also talked
very much about reinventing government and trying to improve
programs that have good intentions, but may not be accomplishing
everything that they originally sought to accomplish. I think with
some changes and reforms in this program, we can expand learning
opportunities for limited English-proficient students and also en-
courage pride in speaking many languages in order to raise very
smart, capable students. I think we will hear from other panels
about how we can continue to improve teacher training programs
for teachers in these programs.

I just visited a Head Start program in Washington this week
that works in bilingual education. How do we work with new tech-
nology and software in these areas?

There are many things that we need to look at. But I want to
stop there and thank both Members for being with us today.

Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Gunderson.

Mr. GUNDERSON. No comments.

Chairman KILDEE. Governor Romero-Barcelo?

Mr. ROMERO-BARCELO. I congratulate the Members on their testi-
mony. It brings up things we should discuss in this committee.

I would like to make a statement that when you talk ab,mit the
issue of bilingual which becomes emotional—the other day in a
hearing, I mentioned the fact that in Puerto Rico, we have inten-
sive language courses in English and we had intensive language
camps in English and that was interpreted by some to mean that
I was against bilingual education, and I have been a strong de-
fender og bilingual education for many, many years.

I don'’t like to brag, but I received a gold medal from the Spanish
Institute in New York for my work in bilingual education.
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There is a difference. In Puerto Rico, we have a different situa-
tion in bilingual education than on the mainland. Here you have
the immigrants coming in that are proficient in a foreign language
and they have to learn English, and we don’t want them to lose
their native language.

I think it is important to maintain proficiency. In Puerto Rico,
the first language is Spanish and we need to teach them English.
In Puerto Rico, the intensive camps for 10 weeks learning English
was very good because it provided a good start for students to learn
English and get rid of the shyness to speak a foreign language.

One of the problems with speaking a foreign language is you are
initially shy. When you spend 10 weeks learning it and speaking
it, you lose the shyness.

We have to make some decisions for our country, too. We first
have to decide whether we think the idea of the Nation as a melt-
ing pot is a good idea or whether we should move to a salad bowl
where ingredients are kept together.

Certainly for dietary reasons, I think a salad bowl is healthier
than a melting pot. The Nation will grow strong if we work out the
differences among us and work together as a Nation. The United
States can become a worldwide Nation. We need to get closer to our
Latin American brothers. Then we have to—the Nation has to
learn that it is to our advantage to be bilingual in Spanish and
English.

We need to get closer to other countries. It is to our advantage
to have Americans that are bilingual in English and other foreign
languages. To be bilingual is an asset, not a liability. If it is an
asset, let us foster, promote and strengthen it.

We have to decide how to accomplish that. I think that—I don’t
think that anyone could say that it is not an asset to be bilingual.
I have four children. They are all grown up. My wife was from New
York and she moved to Puerto Rico. Her first language is English;
mine is Spanish. We made a decision when our kids were born that
for the first 3 years, she would speak to them in English and I
would speak to them in Spanish. They learned both languages and
would speak to their mother in English and turn around and speak
to me in Spanish without thinking twice about it.

The earlier you teach languages, the better you learn. In Europe,
if there is any country that is a “languagephobe,” it is the French.
They are very proud of their language; yet they understand the im-
portance of teaching their children two or three languages.

In most countries, children and adults speak two or three lan-
guages. The fear that I hear is we cannot teach them the other lan-
guage because then it will be bad for the Nation.

It is one thing to have a common language in government and
the other thing that our people should be able to speak two, three,
four, five languages. I think it is an asset and the more languages
we speak and the better we learn them, the more opportunities the
students will have and the better it will be for the Nation.

How do we accomplish it so that immigrant children learn Eng-
lish well, but also maintain their language and speak their lan-
guage well and proficiently? It will be to their advantage to get a
job. If you are bilingual, you can probably get a better job.
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I don’t see why we should even say that any bilingual program
is bad. We have to decide how we focus it and how we are going
to strengthen the program.

Thank you.

Chairman KiILDEE. Thank you, Governor.

Mr. Green.

Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I too would like to thank the witnesses. I have a prepared state-
ment that I would hold until later.

A few comments. From Texas and from Houston, I recognize the
value of bilingual education, but a personal experience. In the
1960s, I was in high school in Houston, a majority Hispanic high
school, long before Texas provided bilingual funding. In fact, Texas
did it in 1973.

I was proud to make that vote then. I saw what happened to His-
panic students who came to my high school and were sink-or-swim,
and they left after a week. We lost some good students that way.
That is why in 1973 in one of the first sessions I served in the leg-
islature, we voted for bilingual education in Texas. There is a need
for it and it is utilized and I see success stories in Houston and in
Texas.

The concern comparing Canada and Quebec with the Republic of
Mexico is apples and oranges. There is 2 great deal of difference
to it because at least in Texas, we value that cultural difference,
not to the exclusion, but to bring together.

In the United States we value our togetherness much more than
exclusion. I think we build on that diversity.

I would like to associate myself with the remarks of our Delegate
from Puerto Rico. I think the salad bowl analogy is very good be-
cause I think we always thought we were a melting pot, but we are
not.

In Texas we are proud of our Czech-Texans and German-Texans.
My wife’s family were citizens of Mexico before they were Texans
because they came to Texas when it was a republic. They spoke
German until this generation. So the analogy of the salad bowl I
think applies more than the melting pot ever did because ve are
proud of our heritage, but we also recognize that we are also all
Americans.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Green follows:]

STATEMENT OF HON. GENE GREEN, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF TEXAS

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, bilingual education is for many
students the only chance for a quality education. A student who enters our edu-
cation system with limited-English skills simply cannot be thrown into an English
only classroom and expected to understand the material being presented. My wife,
who is a high school teacher, sees this every day at her tri-ethnic high school.

I realize that many of you who are from parts of our country where there are few
non-English speaking students and have difficulty understanding the need for this

rogram, however, please understand that bilingual education represents a lifeline
or students who would otherwise be omitted from our education system because of
limited-English ability.

There are those who would argue that children should be “immersed in English”
which would simply tell them to “sink or swim.” I ask any of you who are parents
if you would teach a child to swim with this same approach. Would you just throw
them in the water or would you help them stay afloat while they learn?
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Bilingual education buys time for a student. Time that would be wasted while the
student st.ruggles to understand English is saved by instructing in other languages
while the student continues to learn English. Without this program these students
would lose the time and information obtained in math, science, history and every
other subject instead of moving forward with the rest of their classmates.

The best testimony this committee can hear is the actual stories about people who
are living proof that this program works. I can give two shining examples from my
recent visits with constituents of the best this program has to offer. Two students
from my district who both came to this country speaking no English and were en-
rolled in bilingual education programs are now succeeding because of the opportuni-
ties they received from bilingual education. One of the students, a young lady who
was enrolled in bilingual education for just one year recently won our Congressional
Arts Competition and will be attending college on a scholarship this fall. The other,
a young man who attends the same high school that I graduated from recently won
the Discover Card Scholarship competing among students from across the Nation
and will also attend school this fall on a scholarship. Both of these students are ex-

amples of success in bilingual education and prove that this program is worth con-
tinuing and even expanding.

This program has become an essential part of many States such as Texas who
are seeing increasing numbers of limited-English proficient children. The fact is that
the Hispanic population in this country is on the rise and will continue to rise over
the next decade. Either yée can welcome these people and assist them through edu-
cation orograms such as bilingual education or we can ignore them and risk alienat-
ing a substantial part of our population.

I ask each of you on this committee to give thorough consideration to maintaining
and even increasing the scope of this program and I look forward to working with
you to ensure its continued success Thank you.

Chairman KiLDEE. Ms. Woolsey.

Ms. WoorsEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for coming
and providing us with two sides of this issue. My style is always
to stand up and be counted.

Representative Roth, you can count me as one of the people that
supports bilingual education. That is because with nearly one out
of seven American children speaking a language other than Eng-
lish, I think we have to use bilingual education and take advantage
of that to help, as one step in integrating these children into our
society.

1 agree that we don’t ask these children to give up their native
tongue because that is going to be to their benefit in the long run
and the closer we become as a Nation to being moenolingual, the
less competitive we will be in the industrial world. That is some-
thing we in the United States must take advantage of, is the mul-
tiple languages that we have with the people that live in our coun-
try and along with that start training our children so they can
speak other languages and so they will be part of an international
world when they grow up.

As I said, I support the bilingual programs. We can probably
tweak it and improve it and learn from what we have been doing.

I thank you all for coming. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you.

Mr. RoTH. If I could respond, I would appreciate it. I think that
we want all of our Americans to be proud of their ancestry and
their culture, absolutely. To speak a different language in the
home, I think that is very commendable. For students to take for-
eign languages in high school and become proficient, that is terrific.
But what bilingual education does is impede young people from
getting the fundamentals of English so they grow up, many times,
not proficient in either language. I think that is a detriment.
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As far as students dropping out of school, I can’t think of any-
thing that will keep young people from going on with education if
they are not equipped with the English language. We hear that in
Germany they have different languages ancg'luthey do, but the offi-
cial language that is taught is German. In France, it is French.

We also have to remember that the Germans have other unity.
They have united as one people, an ethnic group, the same with
the French. America is completely different. We are from every cor-
ner of the world. What is our bond, our commonality? It has been
the English language.

When you say the salad bowl is preferable to the melting pot, I
wouldn’t agree. Look at the consequences of what a salad bowl is
going to give you. We have seen what has happened after the world
has dropped ideologies and gone back to ethnic groups. What would
happen to America where we are teaching youngsters in school in
New Ygrk in 145 different languages; in LA, in 108 different la..
guages?

You say a salad bowl is preferable to a melting pot? My God, my
friends, what are the consequences of that? I thought we were try-
ing to stamp out apartheid in parts of the world. Now we are going
to bring it here?

I think that if America rejects the concept of a common culture,
of a single society, of a republic that is split up into various groups
in the so-called salad bowl, I think we are in for a serious problem.
If America turns from the goal of our forefathers that Jefferson had
of one people, where I disagree with the Members of this commit-
tee, Mr. Chairman, is that you believe in hyphenated Americans;
I don’t. I believe we are all Americans and there should be no dis-
tinction.

Whether you have a French background, Spanish or German
background or African background, we are all Americans and we
all have to have a common bond and the English language is what
gives us our common bond. When you destroy that common bond,
you destroy the cohesion of America and you disunite America and
we are going to rue the day that we do that.

Chairman KILDEE. Mr. Serrano?

Mr. SERRANO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

On behalf of the Caucus, I would like to let the panel know that
if we approach any reform in any educational program from the
viewpoint of how best to deliver those services, you will find the
Caucus in full support. The problem here is that we must not begin
from a premise that sornehow another language is an affront to our
society and will destroy our country in some way, history doesn’t
show that and I am sure the future will not show that.

I set myself up as an example. I can conduct this presentation
in Spanish as well as I can in Ep«lish. In fact a lot of times I think
in English while I speak in Spauush. I can function over any plate
of food in any ethnicity. I can listen to my stereo in any one of the
musics I listen to any day.

I am not confused. I am enriched. If I brought you into the house
of a Latino family, you might be shocked to find out that the con-
versation is not a plot to maintain Spanish as the only language.
It is dismay that our children are going into English at such a
rapid pace that we are losing the Spanish language.
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This fallacy that somehow our children are not learning to speak
English is absolutely not true. I am afraid, as one who believes in
many languages, that within this generation, most of the children
we are concerned about will not speak Spanish. So that is not the
problem. The problem is how well to take their language and use
it as a tool.

When I came to New York in the early 1950s, I was put into one
of those programs and I did learn to speak English quickly. As a
result, I was behind for many years on subject matter because
Jorge Washington en América is the same as George Washington
in America and if someone had taught it to me in another lan-
guage, I would have been up to date on that subject matter. Luck-
ily for me, I recovered.

One could say you recovered enough to get .to Congress, some
may consider that not a recovery at all, but I am proud of where
I have gotten speaking two languages. I am not upset at all in any
way.

As far as hyphenated Americans, I am sorry Mr. Romero-Barcelo
left because he might have had another view on the hyphens. We
have to be very careful of what we are saying.

1 was talking to a friend recently who is slightly more conserv-
ative on this issue than I am. I told him “Do you notice that Japa-
nese businessmen when they come here always speak in English?”
I was trying to make the point that they are intelligent as business
%eople to understand they have to learn the competitor’s langua%:a.

e 1sc?id, “Of course. They know we are the best language in the
world.”

I said, “If that is why you think they learned to speak English,
you have lost it all.” '

Mr. Chairman, in conclusion, we are a strong country because we
have learned how to be Americans while being ourselves. New York
City is a port of entry for so many people. The Italians in New
York have never stopped being Italians. The Jews in New York
have never stogped being Jews. The Hispanics in New York have
never stopped being Hispanics, yet when July 4 comes around or
when election time comes around, they all behave as good Ameri-
cans. There is nothing to fear.

On the contrary, let’s move towards a day when Charles Bronson
will no longer need people to dub his voice for him in any kind of
western.

Thank you.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much.

One of the greatnesses of this country is that today we have seen
two people come before this committee sincerely holding different
views on how to approach the serving of children in this count
and both of you have demonstrated to this committee your Englis
proficiency very well.

Mr. Becerra?

Mr. BECERRA. I would like to take this opportunity—10 or 15
years ago, we wouldn't have had many Members here who could
have talked about bilingual education the way Chairman Serrano
has.

Two quick personal anecdotes. My father was born in Sac-
ramento but grew up in Tejorna. He speaks broken English. He
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had to leave school because he was the oldest of eight kids at about
the fifth grade. He taught himself how to read and write English
and he is the most avid—in fact, he argues with me all the time
about politics—the most avid reader of news and politics because
he is very interested in what goes on.

This is a man who was the proverbial ditch digger and this is
a man who always encouraged me to do the best that I could, but
he could never tell me to be a attorney or be a congressman be-
cause he never had that experience. His experience was with his
crew members speaking mostly Spanish in America and doing his
work. But he always taught me to do the best that I could and I
have been very fortunate that I have been able to, along with the
work that my mother did to keep the family together.

Second, is something that happened that I started to notice when
I was 18 when I was getting ready to go to college. I grew up with
Spaflish first but quickly and without much problem became bilin-
gual.

When I was 18, I saw that I was becoming monolingual English
and I became very distressed. I reached a pact with my parents.
They always speak to me in English and I speak to them in Span-
ish because they are interested in perfecting their English and I
am always interested in perfecting my Spanish.

The point is that you will find no one that is more interested in
perfecting English than the immigrant because it is such a value
to be able to get along, go along and be a great person in this coun-
try and the only way you do that is through English.

Thank you.

Chairman KILDEE. The second panel will consist of Dr. Kathy
Escamilla, President of the Board, National Association of Bilin-
gual Educators; Sally Peterson, President, Learning English Adve-
cates Drive; Dr. Kenji Hakuta, Chair, Stanford Working Group;
Marcia Kile, Program Consultant, ESL Services; Dr. Sylvia 8
Pena, Associate Professor for Curriculum and Instruction, Univer-
sity of Houston; and Roberto Feliz, MD, Beth Israel Hospital.

We will start with the order we called your name, Dr. Escamilla.

STATEMENT OF KATHY ESCAMILLA, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
ASSOCIATION FOR BILINGUAL EDUCATION

Ms. EscaMiLLa. Mr. Chairman, Members of the subcommittee,
good morning. My name is Kathy Escamilla and I serve as the
President of the National Association for Bilingual Education.

Mr. Chairman, because my time is limited, I ask that my state-
ment be entered into the record.

Before I begin my statement, I want to thank the subcommittee
for extending an invitation to NABE to testify at this hearing and
to thank you personally, Mr. Chairman, and you, Mr. Goodling for
all that you have done over the years to improve and expand edu-
cational opportunities for language-minority and limited English-
proficient students in our country.

Chairman Kildee, your leadership in bilingual education both in
your home State of Michigan, where you sponsored and won adop-
tion of the State's first Bilingual Act, and here in Washington
where you cosponsored and helped secure enactment of the 1984
and 1988 legislation reauthorizing the Federal Bilingual Education
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Act is well known to the parents and educators who make up
NABE. Indeed it is legendary.

Lest that be taken wrong, we view you as a legend in your own
time and a legend in our time.

Mr. Goodling, we deeply appreciate the interest you have always
shown in the educational needs of language-minority students. We
also want to thank you for your efforts, particularly during the last
two reauthorizations, to achieve bipartisan support for the continu-
ation, expansion and strengthening of the Bilingual Education Act.

As I stated before, I serve as the President of the National Asso-
ciation for Bilingual Education. More importantly, however, I am
an educator, a bilingual educator with more than 20 years experi-
ence in the field. I have lived and worked in the States of Colorado,
California and Arizona. I have been a bilingual teacher, a program
director and am now a professor and a researcher in the field of
bilingual education.

In addition, I believe so strongly in bilingual education that my
own two children participated in bilingual programs during their
elementary school years.

This morning I would like to address the context of reauthoriza-
tion of Title VII around three general points.

First, it is important to note how much has been learned and ac-
complished under the Bilingual Education Act during the 25 years
since its inception. In the late 1960s, virtually the only programs
of bilingual education available in this country were those offered
by elite private schools to privileged English-speaking students.

In the Nation’s public schools, language-minority students who
were limited in their English proficiency were left to sink or swim
in monolingual English instructional programs designed for native
English speakers. As we know, most sank.

From 1983 to 1988, I directed the Department of Bilingual Edu-
cation for the Tucson Unified School District in Arizona. This pro-
gram is presently almost entirely funded by local district funds. It
serves LEP students from pre-K through 12 and involves 20 lan-
guage groups. This program started with a small Title VII project
in 1969 which served only 150 students.

The Title VII program created the resources, opportunities, and
leadership to build the infrastructure that the school district need-
ed to meet the needs of LEP kids.

This story of capacity building can be repeated in districts across
the country, and it serves to document Title VII's success with local
schoo! districts.

During the last 25 years, competitive Title VII seed money
grants have helped thousands of local schools across the Nation to
develop and implement programs of instruction tailored to the
needs and strengths of LEP students.

According to the 1990 Census, nearly 6.3 million children ages 5
through 17, one in every seven children of school age spoke a lan-
guage other than English at home. These children, language-minor-
ity children, are the fastest growing segment of our school-age pop-
ulation.

Between 1980 and 1990, the population of language-minority
children of school age increased by 41.2 percent while total TI.S.
school enrollment declined by 4 percent.
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The continued and dramatic increase in the population of limited
English-proficient students demonstrates to us that diversity no
longer exists outside the mainstream of public education. The
mainstream is diverse and the reauthorization of ESEA Title VII
and all ESEA programs must take this fundamental reality into ac-
count.

The third point I want to raise regarding the context of this re-
authorization relates to the Goals 2000 legislation recently ap-
proved by this committee.

A fundamental tenet of Goals 2000 is that all children can meet
high comprehensive academic performance standards if they are
provided appropriate opportunities to learn.

NABE emphatically agrees with this tenet and applauds the
committee for ensuring that limited English-proficient students are
specifically included in the bill’s reference to all children. For too
long in too many places, LEP students have been victimized by low
educational expectations and limited opportunities to learn.

“ne manifestation of these low expectations is the belief that the
only objective in educating LEP students is the acquisition of Eng-
lish. Quality educationzl experiences for LEP students must, of
course, include English acquisition, but also must include a rigor-
ous instructional program that nails LEP students to master sub-
ject matter content while learning English.

I also believe that bilingual education should produce bilingual
students who are literate in both English and a second language.

In short, simply stated, language learning as well as all learning
takes time. We want our children to learn English. We do not want
them to learn English quickly. We want them to learn English
well. In language learning as in driving, we might say speed kills.
In your deliberations about reauthorization, we ask that you con-
sider that the most efficient and effective education for LEP stu-
dents is one that is comprehensive and sustained.

Thank you for your time.

.Chairman KiLDEE. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Escamilla follows:]
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Statement of
Dr. Kathy Escanulla, President
Nationai Association for Bilingual Eduzation

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommitice, Good Moming! My name .s Kathy Escamilla,
1 serve as President of the National Association for Bilingual Education.

Mr. Chairman, because time is limited, | ask that my statement and the materials attached to it
be entered into the record. :

I would like to address two topics this moming: the context of this reauthonization and NABE's
draft legislatton for the reauthonzation of ESEA Title VII. 1 would like to begin by making
three points regarding the context of this reauthorization. L

The first point concerns how much has been accomplished under the Bilingual Education Act
duning the 25 years since its enactment, In the late 1960°s, virtually the only programs of
bilingual education available in the United States were those offered by elite pnivate schools to
privileged English-speaking students. In the nation's public schools, language-minority students
who were limited in their English proficiency were left to sink or swim in monolingual English
instructional programs designed for native English speakers.

During the last 25 years, competitive Title VII seed-money grants have helped thousands of local
schools across the nation to develop and implement programs of instruction tailored to the needs
and strengths of LEP students, Title VII training grants have helped institutions of higher
education expand their professional programs to include coursework in bilingual education and
English-as-a-second language (ESL) instructicn, and have supported the professional preparation
of tens of thousands of bilingual teachers and other educational personnel. Title VII funds have
also stimulated the production of high-quality bilingual and ESL classroom matenals and the
development of a national information, technical assistance, and rescarch network.

The federal govemment's investment in bilingual education has dramatically expanded the
leaming opporunities available to limited-English-proficient students. The dividends of this
investment are reflected the real-life performance of LEP students in bilingual education
programs: higher academic attainment, both in English language arts and the subject-matter
content areas: higher rates of school attendance and graduation: and increased levels of parental
involvement in the education of their children.

My second point regarding the context of this reauthorization concems demography. According
to the 1990 Census. nearly 6.3 million children ages S-17 -- one of every seven children of
school age -- spoke a language other than English at home. These children, language-nunonty
children, are the fastest growing segment of our school-age population. Between 1980 and 1990,
the population of language-minority children of school age increased by 41.2% while total U.S.
school enroliment declined by 4%.

Language-minonty children speak virtually ail of the world's languages plus more than a
hundred which are indigenous to the Umited States, Many language-minonty children are,
howevcer, limited 1n thesr English proficiency. Rehable esttmates place the number of limited-
English-proficient students in Amernican schools at between 2.3 and 3.5 mithon,

In Califorma. vne uf ¢very three public school students 1s a native speaker of a language other
than English, and more than one nulhon students are classafied as LEP. Fully one-third of all
student attending the 44 urban school distnics which comprise the Council of Great City Schools
are classificd as LEP.  While 1 EP students are highly concentrated in certain states and
localities. they are represented it growing numbers in communities across the nation. In NJ.
tor example, the number of LEP students mcreased by 10% n just one year, from 1990-1991.
In RI, the increase was 18%. m Caltormia 145, m Anzona 9%, in Hawai, 17%, i
Washington state 22%, and i Indiana 16, Between 1980 and 1990, according to the 1990
Census, the language minority student population mcreased by 40 i Pennsylvania: by 68%
n Cahfornia. 45% i Oluo, and 72% in Wisconsin | anguage muinority students now compnse
35% ot the student population in Calorna, 28% in Texas, 23% n New York, and 22% 1n
Arizona.
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Demographers project continued significant growth of Amenca’s language-nunority and linuted-
English-proficient student populations well iato the next century. Language-minority students,
while concentrated in certain areas. are also dispersed throughout schools in every state in the
naation. Districts that previousty had no LEP students are now having 1o design and :mplement
programs to meet therwr special needs. Furthermore, as immgration pattems have changed. so
have the linguistic bachgrounds of LEP studenis. While Spanish remains the native language
of a mgjonty of these students. there has been sign:ficant growth in other language populations.
The reauthonzation of ESEA Title VII must take these fundamenial realities into account,

The third point I want 1o rase regarding the conteat of this rzauthonzation reiates to the Goals
2000 legislauon recently approved by this Committee. A fundamental tenet of Goals 2000 is
that all children can meet high, comprehansive academic performance standards 1f they are
provided appropnate opporunines to leamn. NABE emphancaily agrees with this tenet and
applauds the Committee for ensunng that itmited-English-proficient students are specifically
ncluded in the bill's references to “all children.” For too long, in t00 many places, LEP
students have been vietmzed by low educational expectations and linnted opportumtics to learn.
While the opportunity to learn and academic purformance standards contemplated in Goals 2000
will not be defined and operatonalized for vears, Congress should maintzin the momentum
towards higher standards and systemic educanoral reform as it reauthorizes ESEA programs
tncluding Title VII.

The second topic [ want to address 1s the draft Title VII reauthorizatton legistation which NABE
has developed for your consideranon. The draft legislation was developed in response to the
Comnuttee’s general invitation for legislauve recommendations and to specific requests bv
Representative  José  Serrano. Chairman of the Congressional  Hispanic  Caucus, and
Representative Xavier Becerra. a member of this subcomnutice.

The draft legislation follows nearly 2 year of exiensie consultation with NABE members;
representatives of other education associations and national organizatiens which adsocate on
behalf of language-minonty Americans; members of study groups. such as the Stanford
University Working Group on Federal Education Programs for Linuted-English-Proficient
students; state and local education agency officials and employees: officials and staff at the
Education Department: and. of course, with many of your staff. In oiher words, the draft
legislation represents the best thinking of a large number of 1nformed. concerned people. A
copy of the draft bill and summany thereof are attached to my testimons .

The ume has come for 4 paradigm shift :n bilingua! education from a compznsatory. remedial
model which focuses on the "deficiencies™ of studeats who come 1o school speaking languages
other than English to an "ennchment” model which recognizes the hinguistic skiils of these
students as resources 10 be utilized and developed.

NABE's draft reauthorization legislation for Title VII promotes systemic change. It brings
bilingual education from the penphery of policy to the heart of school reform. One student at
a time 1s not enough. Rather than remediation for indisidual students. we need to reform
ecucauon nght from the start by changing schools 10 ensure that education works for all
students. A school-wide and system-wide focus for Title V11 helps build and sustain the critical
mass of ¢xpertise, tramed teachers. and funding needed to cffectively educate all students. This
15 essenual because many of the sclicol reforms of the past decade have largely ignored limited
English proficient children.

We believe that the draft legislation responds to the three contextual matters | discussed carlter.
The draft legislation

0 " builds upon the knuwledge denved from 25 vears of Tule VII experience;
responds to demographic reahties of the present and the future. and

advances accomphishment of the goa! of national educational excellence through
systemie educational retform
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1 would like to ment:on just a few ot the legislation’s ights The dratt bidl emphasizes:
BUILDING SYSTEM CAPACITY TO SERVE ALL LEP STUDENTS: Pant
A grants are switched from supporting specific types of wstruction to building
system-wide capacity through program development and impiementation grants.
program enhancement projects, whole-school programs, and system-wide
improvement grants. Emphasis is on program coordination, making sure that
programs are tightly linked to other feceral. state. and iocal educauonal, health.
and human service programs to meet the comprekensive needs of LEP students.
Part A programs focus on high comprehensive academic standards for LEP
students; building skills in content areas as well as proficiency in Engiish and a
second language. They provide for sustained teacher development: fanuly
education programs which meet the needs of LEP parents and involve them in the
education of their children: and accelerate the applicaion of computers,
broadcasting, and other forms of educational technology 1o the needs of LEP
students. The legislation authorizes grants to tap and develop the native language
resources available in community-based and tribally-sancuoned non-profit
organizations. Prionty is given to programs for early childhood development and
secondary schools, levels of education where bilingual education is less commonly
available.

STRENGTHENING  SUPPORT  FOR  BILINGUAL  EDUCATION
PROGRAMS- Part B refines the natonal b'hingual education network to create
a cohestve, integrated system of traiming, techmeal assistance and research in the
complex, interdisciplinary ficld of biinguai educauon which crosses ages. levels,
languages and content areas. It promotes the implementation and dissenuination
of effective practices through Evaluation and Assessmeat Centers. Multifunctional
Resource Centers, the Natonal Cleannghouse on Language and Education, and
coordinates with the US Department of Education's Office of Educational
Rescarch and Improvement and the State Educational Agencies.  Research
authonzed in Part B focuses on the pracuical improvement of bilingual education:

the development of standards and assessments for LEP students: and linkirg
evaluation to the reform process.

TRAINING TEACHERS WHO WORK WITH LEP STUDENTS: Whle the
Census reports that one out of every seven students coes not speak English at
home, most teachers have no training 1n issues of second language acquisition and
cultural diversity in education. A severe shortage of trained bilingual education
teachers exists. The proposed legislation requires that Part A programs include
on-going, robust professional deveiopment for educational saff: and expands the
training programs authonzed under Part C to include coursework 1n the core
curriculum for all teacher traning programs on working with LEP stedents. The
legislation aims to increase the number of trained bilmgual twachers through
support for postsecondary students studying to become britngual teachers:
innovauve, articulated carcer-ladder programs to help bilingual secondary students
and paraprofessionals become trained and certified teachers: and biiingual
graduate fellowships to train umversity level faculty and researchers.  Priority
is given 1o training « .at links SEAs, LEAs and THEs.

Together these changes move bilingual educatioi from an often remedial program to one at the
forefront of building quahity education for all students. These changes strengthen the ability of
Title V11 to leverage system-wide change, and butld the capacity of Amencan schools to educate
effectively our growing language-minority student population.
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Chairman KILDEE. Ms. Peterson.

STATEMENT OF SALLY PETERSON, PRESIDENT, LEARNING
ENGLISH ADVOCATES DRIVE

Ms. PETERSON. Thank you.

Chairman Kildee, Mr. Goodling, good morning to the rest of the
Members of the subcommittee. It is a true pleasure to be here be-
fore you today.

I am Sally Peterson. I am a teacher with the Los Angeles Unified
School District. I have taught for 30 years. My greatest joy in life
has been helping boys and girls to achieve no matter what lan-
guage they brought to school.

I have a sad story to tell you today. I am in a minority in this
room because my view of bilingual education is so different from
most of the people here. I feel bilingual education as we know it
for the last 25 years is an abject total failure. The goal of the pro-
gram was to teach boys and girls English to allow them to compete
on the same level as their peers who spoke English.

Have we achieved this goal? Absolutely not. We are in worse
shape now than we were 25 years ago and all we do is have meet-
ing after meeting, point fingers, accuse, argue with each other over
which program is better than the other and who is the loser? The
children.

I have no interest to represent. I have no vested interest, no
money involved. I am here as a teacher =nd I represent thousands
of teachers who are afraid to come before you to say there is some-
thing wrong with bilingual education, because the minute we open
our mouths we are anti-minority, racist, anti-child.

No. We are pro-children. We are teachers. We are parents. We
want what is best for all children. I hope I represent the voice of
a quiet rank and file in this country.

The issue comes down to methodology. The Federal Government
has tied our hands. You said to us when you started the program
95 years ago, 97 percent of the programs will be done in a native
language format. I thought that sounded wonderful. We worked on
that program, and what we found over a long range of time is that
it worked for many boys and girls, but for a lot it didn’t.

So we said we need more flexibility. Let us try some more op-
tions. Not submersion, I don’t represent submersion, I represent
children who have a right to learn English. Then you changed the
plan variation to 25 percent. It still isn’t enough. The lobby that
controls bilingual education in this country does not allow us to ex-
periment with other options.

Two-way immersion—Los Angeles is raving about their new two-
way immersion. We immersed the Spanish child in Spanish. We
immersed the English child in Spanish and we tell you we have
two-way immersion. We don’t. We are robbing our Hispanic stu-
dents of the right to learn English.

In Los Angeles we have 87 languages. We teach 86 languages in
English through various techniques and we say to the Spanish
child, “You have to learn through your native language.” That is
fine :f we had the resources. We are 2,000 teachers short in the
State of California; bilingual teachers.
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I don’t think a child in a bilingual classroom should be taught
by anyone who is not a bilingual teacher, but we have mandated
a program in this country that says we don’t have enough of you
so we will give you a permit and we will let you do it.

We are experimenting with the lives of the children who need to
learn English. I think the crux of the matter is everybody wants
bilingualism, everyone wants English language development, every-
one wants children to succeed.

We are talking about two separate bills. One bill says we want
multilingualism in this country, not speaking of limited English
proficient children. Everyone needs to be multilingual. We need to
develop a cadre of teachers. We should have been doing this over
the last 25 years, but we have failed. The other issue is we have
a horrendous LEP population and these children need to learn
English. So we have to address that issue. :

The gentleman said one parent spoke Spanish, one spoke Eng-
lish. Let the school be the pretend parent. We will teach your child
English. You keep teaching your child Spanish at home—fluency,
not literacy, then your child will become fluent in both languages
and in a few years we can start adding formal literacy instructions
in their native language. We will end up in 20 years with the bilin-
gual teachers we need to have a bilingual program in this country.

We are not set up to have it. All we do is sit around and argue
what is right and what is wrong.

I value bilingualism. I believe it is an asset. There is so much
manipulation of the money in the bilingual program, it doesn’t
reach the chiidren. There is so much money in this room from the
bilingual dollars in this country, and I know it doesn’t make me
popular—I am not here to be popular—but it is from the bilingual
pot that should be going to our children.

Let's stop referring to the negatives. Any time a person uses the
word immersion you are doing something wrong. Immersion is a
valid bilingual approach if you use native language support. Every-
one says define the issue as an absolute. You can’t have any devi-
ation of an approach.

We are saying if it didn’t work today, let’s try to change it tomor-
row. Let’s keep trying to change it and allow us this open forum
to do that.

I hope Congress will consider a total lifting of the ban of the
flexibility of choices. I suggested several items. I think we should
change the name of this Bilingual Education Act to English Lan-
guage Development Act. If that is the Supreme Court's mandate
that is what we should call the bill.

I hate the term LEP, Limited English Proficient. How would you
like to be the child who is told you are limited? It has a negative
connotation. Let’s call them English learners. I think we shou%d put
a cap on the number of years they are in the program. We punish
the development of Eng%sh. If your child becomes fluent i1 Eng-
lish, the district cuts off the money.

We should reward the development of English. We need to get
parents’ informed consent. They don’t even know what program
their children are in or why.

We need to have a national program to find out where are the
strengths and weaknesses of this program, not by the people in the
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room, not by the people who represent them, but the people who
are doing the programs.

I would say Chapter 1 money. I think it is a crime to combine
them. We are already doing that. On paper, we show each categor-
ical program as listed separately, but we lump it together. It all
ends up in the bilingual pot, but it doesn’t reach the child.

The Hoover Commission in California just published a statewide
report after a hearing saying that bilingual education in California
is an abject failure and they gave it an F. We need to rethink our
pos(iitions. The teacher should be a good English-speaking role
model.

I would like to say I don’t think we are the melting pot; I don’t
think we are the salad bowl. I think we should call ourselves a hot
taco salad.

With that, I thank you very much.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you.

{The prepared statemént of Ms. Peterson follows:]
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“g-ccates of leong-terw rative language pasec tilingual ecucaticn
#il1 tell you theirs is the most successful me*hcc of relsi~g languacge
minecritv children enter the educational mainstream. I tell you that,
at test, native-language based bilingual ecucation is nc petter than
87y dtner methcC. Tor most children, it is a ahole lot worse. Insteac
¥ nelsirg t~ese :crildren, it hincers trem.

Advecates of siiingual education will tel: ycu thai =
geai is tc teacn Erglish to non-English speaking children.
tell you their primary purPose is to perpetuate a seriousiy
teaching method so that the bureaucracy that supports it car sustain
itself, ~Their livelihoods depend on promoting the mytn that chilcren
taught in one lanquage -- most of the day -- will learn €nglish. If
these children ever co learn formal €nglisn, it takes years ... anrc
years.

I challenge the acvocates of bilingual education to shcw us their
carcs. They have teen gambling with the lives of mostiv Hispanic
children for 25 years. LEAD is calling their bluff, Let them come
foraard anc silence their critics once and for all. We want to know
ahy only % of Hispanic Cailifornia nigh school gracuates 3o on to
cellege. wWe aant to know Any the drofout rate among Wispanics before
tme tenth grace is about 40 percent, the same as it was when this
greatl bilinguai ecucation experiment tegan. By means of comcarison,
tNe c¢ropcut rate among tlacks has dropped cramatically over the last
<C sears. Tre major difference between the educational programs of
Dlacks anc Hispanics is -- biiirgual education.

Let's ail remember that the gosi ¢f bilirgual ec.caticn i3 to
t#d.n cr1igren Eralist,  se wart all chi.dren to learn t~glish 3¢
ett2rtiveiy ang offi1ently as possible ana in the quickest
’ EAL i35 seewing reform of i progran that has lost all

3s an Jacadedic apdroach. de want to empcwer 311
teaching tnem Englisn,

“ative-language tased Dilirgudl egucation s a Murar tpages, of
"2t.oral pPreportivrs.  Trousamge of Lr.miving young rcecole are
seiregated for vears by lanquage groups in the public schools.
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ney fail to achieve ineir potential o
wne 2ducational mainstream. They becc

2zause they carnot comfete in
we ciscouraged anc Cuit.

rcual ecucation agvocat ciaim cnildren need t2 be taugnt in
Cive larsuage necause of self esteem. But tnere is "o evidence
ecucation has an impact cr a student's seif sortm. If
«ny after 25 years can't its acsocates come intc forums
this anc silence their critics aitn overwhelming proof that
ive-language instruction works. They cannot, Decause thal procf
not exist.

LD vy

2 nain point %5 ne made in this discussion is that natlive-
guage-sased zilingual education is ngt abcut ecucation at ali.
ne of its acherents are seil meaning, Zut Sasically we are not
«ing about a grogram tnat moves our doorfest childrerm inic ire
i -sceaking msimstream as capicdly as pussible. Basicaiiy,
#e are :al«ing apout colitics, pure and simple. The poiitics o‘
a oo«erfux locoy tnat can sustain itself cnly so leng 3s its cup
is alienated from tre rest of our society. Children are the t'-gi ,
innocent pawns in this cynical game, and long-term bilingual ecu-
zation is its tool. This lobby, by screamirg racism at anycne wno
gdares question this teaching method, has managed to sllence honest,
open cebate on this issue. '
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v= ')

v -

very little valig research exists after 25 long years. Mcs:
stuaies are aritten and published by the vestec interests that
cemanc tlind aliegiance to its conclusions. Yet, the true test
cf all the researchers anc theorists ~as put to test in the
ferkely Trial in 1988. A law suit brought on behalf of Hispanic
students in the Berkeley Unified School District focused on the
demanc for more bilingual education. In this U.S. District Court
case, Judge Lowell Jensen found that the programs offered were
meeting the neecs of the LEP student and that a bilingual teacher
4as not necessary. Judge Jersen found that the students in Serkeley's
english-based g€nglish as a Sczond Language programs were learning
Englisn faster even when the teacher was monolingual. He stated that
3 Cco0¢ teacher was a good teacher. We agree completely.

Much has been heard recently about a U.S. Department of EZduca-
tien study called Aguirre International or Immersion Stucy that tauts
the effectiveness of native language over English basec instruction.
Recently, 3 panel convened by the National Research Council has found
that this study had serious flaws and that it "does not warrant
ccnclusions regarding differences in program effects.”

vet, evidence is mounting that rLatino immigrants, like
-i.liors nefore them from all over the world, want to learn
c~3lisn ang sant their children to learn Eng lxsh The Latino
“ational Political “urvey recentiy foung that more than 950
wf Pyerto Kicans, “Mexican Americans and Cuban Ameri-
people sho lise {7 the Unitec States should learn
Ang a stuCy by the Educational Testing Service fer
. Department 2f fducation found an cverwhelming
*1:‘ri:/ of Hispanic parents oppose teaching the child's native
lancuage if it means less time is spent on English instructicne.

Evidence 1s also mounting that those aho claim to speak for

.s%ino immigrants in tris country con't redlly speak for them
32 all. The professional lopbyists on Capitcl Hill, the Matioral
tiu.aciaticn of Bilingual Ecucation, the administrators and bilin-
iu3l teachers, the textbook publishers -- they are focused on

eroetuating a single teaching method upon «hicn their liveli-
”“”Cs desend. Qur colleges are brainwashing new teachers that
cniy one method Is acceptacle in meeting the neecs of the LEP
student. No other options are considered acceptable.
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Never before in the history of American education has sucn
an army of advocates been so determined to see one program
apcroach mandated by law, regargless of its failure to achieve
cesults. Their pclitical clout has muted criticism by those wne
ano# the program coes not work, and the education establishment
"3s turned a geaf ear to the experience of rank and file teachers.
3y perpetuating the myth that native-language-based bilingual edu-
cation really works for most, federal and state education
oureaucrats have caused more damage to immigrant children than to
any other single group in this country.

As a teacher in the Los Angeles Unified School District since
1963, I have seen many teaching methods come anc go. Programs that
aorked were continued while teacher input he.ped to evaluate ang
change ineffective methodology. All this chianged aith the onset
of bilingual education. Constructive criticism was not allowed.
We have the largest bilingual program in the country in the LAUSD,
yet the program is riddled with misuse of funds, manipulation ang
outright deceit. Parents rights are routinely ignored and all the
embhasis is on native language instruction. Teachers are fearful
of speaking out due tc the harassment that occurs to anyone who
gares to question the program. The $5,000.00 bonus given to
bilingual teachers has demoralized the monolingual teachers shose
degication to students has been questioned and found to be lacking.
The reason for this is quite simple---MONEY! A district is
reaarded for maintaing native language but loses all funding if a
child becomes proficient in English and exits from the program.

The LAUSD has been very successful in selling it's bilingual
ecucation program as one of the best in the country. This
district spends thousands of dollars that come from the bilingual
ecducation funds to perpetuate their manipulation 3nd deceit. A&
ferfect example of their tactics is the newly developed 2 way
.mmersion plan. Sounds great doesn't it. We put English and Spanish
speaking students together and one would presume that the English
soeaking child would learn Spanish and the Spanish speaking child
utol0 learn English. WRONG-- In this new and inncvative plan the
gnglish speaking child is immersed in Spanish and the Spanish speaking
:nild is also immersed in Spanish. wWhat a negative imglication ¢his
concludes-~The English speaking chiid can learn another language but
~ct the Spanish speaking child.

A recently concluded and much awaited report by the Californis
Little Hoover Commission on the status of bilingual education in
Jur state has just been released. This report clearly states thst
«¢ have failed to meet the needs of the non-English speaking cnild.
i suspect that within 3 few days this entire study will be attacked
by the bilingual lobby.

Vears ago, when oilingual education wsas introduced, I thought
it aould wsork. 1 thought non-English speaking children taught in
tneir native language would be able to master Englisn and retain
tneir native language, as the program promised. Now [ know better.

. ""is program w~orks on such a limited basis. Children of recent
inmigrants tend to come from disadvantagec backgrounds. They need
Zngiish intensive instruction with native language suppcrt. They
reed to feel part of the sotiety in ahich they live ang they need
to feel a sense of belonging in the scncols they attend. ahat they
<o not need is to be segregated into separate classrooms because
“hey sceak another language.

fegardless of all the theories espoused l now know that language
learning, like all learning, boils down to input versus output. To
teach a lanquage, you must give extensive inout in the target language.
The more time a teacher sbends teaching English, the more English a
chila will learn. B8ilingual education mandates Spanish input and
allows the public to believe the -utput is English. It is a fraud.
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Yoo do not learn to Olay Tennis on the golf course, and you don't
zay for violin lessons when you want to learn the trumpet.

The cruelest irony in this linguistic battle is the. way we teach
e 86 other language groups in the LAUSD. we insist that the Hispanic
nilg learn in his/ner native language but almost all of the other
rcups are offered a Bilingual Englisn Language Development Precgram.
tne other language groups due tc the limited number are taught
xith all the successful strategies that we have developeg over the
sears to teach chiloren Englisn. I teach an ELOP class and I can
tell you that it is so successful. Tne children are happy, involved
anc are learning witn each day. Why must the Spanish speaking chilc
we cenie¢ tnis same chance for success. The LAUSD calls this proram
secong tes%t anc discourages their very existence.

F

) 0O v

There is a major push on at this time to teach all children in
e tnan one language. To ve pbilingual is truly a wcnderful goal
all. unfortunately, tne uUniteo States is not yet ready to meet
is gemand. The resources simply do not exist %o meet this need,
mention just one example, California .s currently short 20,000
irgu3i educaticn teachers. Al tne rate colleges are graduating
it will take ST years o staff pilingual education classes in
L. furmiz's putliz scrools. It i< not fair tc children or to their
yrerte - oi5mise 3 program trat wae can‘t geliver. .

offer ctrer languages,
allow the time requireg
se are s=2rizcus abcut
ss tris as a separate
o tnis pcroject anc
*nis aou.2 recuire
the additicn of this
¢ oelieve that Saturcay language
pplemert tnis news course sf study.
ts tmat it aoulo enable ron-Englis
school site for Enclish instruc-
for more classes anc this coulc
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cre Crastic stebs anc acTx tcgether to
iingual egucaticn ocrograms. Y3Jul JcCurage
ne aopreciated 2y sc many chilcren.

today is sacly true. It is
in this country that has
ducaticn Drograns. ecresent tncusancs of teacrers.
zents ano aart se hearc. “tey are orcuc of t-e
languages they dring tc Cur schools. Their culture anc heritage
ris= all of our lives. They nave the ability to learn anc demanc
sest egucaticn possible. I'm asking you today to hear our clea.
tease allow those of us aizh no vested interest to be heard.
only ¢cal is =0 emccaer all children. Presicent Tlintcn nimself
tha- e don't nave a si~gle perscn to waste. we ocn't have a
raient to lcse. uLanguage is the foundatior upon anich
ation is buiit. In tnis country, if cnilcren afe not comcetent
there is iittle chance they will succeeg in cther
acacemic areas or in the wsorkpiace. All cnildrer want to achieve.
T~ey, are the future of our cCuntry. e must set tne stardards anc
smen help all chiicren have the same ecual opportunity to succeed.

(LSS BN
cryy () -4
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1n closing [ woulc like to make a list of suggestions that we
#0u.C lixe this committee tc consiger.

ooooooo.ooo.oooooo..oooo!oo.oooooooooooo.ooo.ooo.ooooooooooooooooooo... -

¢ NAME DF PROGRAM: Change the name of the prcgram from the Fegeral
Bilingual Education Act tc ENGLISH LANGUAGE DEVELQOPMENT ACT.

»‘-:3
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CHANGE IN TERMINOLOGY: Change the designation of Limited English
Proficient (LEP) to ENGLISH LEARNER (EL).

CAP ON PRQOGRAM: Place a 2-3 year maximum length of time to remain
in tne program. -

RENARLC: weaadard the develooment of tErglish with a bonus w#nen
the il exits the program of $5,C00.00 per student. This
m2ney ~ill follca the chilec and will be used for continued
Zeglisr language enhancemenrt.

U SRMED TONSENT:  Parents must bhe srovidec with accurate
nfarmaticr sG that they may maxe an informed choice as to
srogram selections. All options must be fully exniaineo..
Coercion ang narassment ¢’ parents sno sant to remcve their
cnildren frow a certain anproacn must stopc. Tne process of
re~oval must oe simple anc easy to accomplisn. The program
charge must be mace without delay.

3
i

INVOLVYEMENT: ALl efforts aill be macde &% eacn local
site to involve parents in all levels of secision
Snoecial care will be taxen to be aware cf tne

Periocic reviews of the program w~ill ne
sans witn no vestesc interest in any one methsd.
1 Te listed by 2 categories-- s)Native
b) gnglisn tanguage Develocment pians ---
Sesults of progress will be listed separately.

CIMIT AQMINISTRATIVE COSTS: No more than 10% of monies received
cocule pe allotteo for adgministrative and management purposes.
90% of all monies received would go directly to the child.

TEACHER POLL: Conduct 3 Statewide and a National teacher pcll.
An independent firm would conduct this poll to determine the
strength and weakness of bilingual educaticn programs. Special
attention would focus on teacher credentials of those involvec

in the program. Suggestions for improvement would be major

focus of poll. Results would serve as basis for new legislation.

LiFT CAP: Completely lift. the cap on program choices by local
districts. (Current legislation lists 75% Native Language Plans
and 25X Plan variation.) Allow 100% flexibility.

TEACHER CREDENTIALS: All teachers must hold valig state teaching
credentials. All teachers should prove competent in the English
language. If a teacher is required to teach a foreign language,
he/she must be fluent in that language.

CULTURE AND METHODOLOGY: All teachers must receive training in
the college teaching preparation in awareness of culture and
methodology of various language groups. This training will
incluge the teaching strategies for all English learners. All
forms of program optidns will be throroughly explored.

MONIES: Title vii monies for bilingual educatiocn ang Chapter
I monies shculo not be intermingled. The monies are to be
use¢ for the target group as they are identified.

LONFLTLT e {NTREKEST: Gytrors, researchers, etc. would not de
aliswst *woset Lt 4 pragram, evaliuate tre results and pursue
sDeaw .t 3 orgatemens shile igdentifying tnemselves as indepersert
tLowecner orn. b UL disclosure aculd be renagired so falt and
Trhaest w31 30t (Ll celut.,
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LLJM:  All attempts will pe made to

develod
anrancec curriculum tnat not only allows for

for stinylating anc exciting academic sudjec:

e ,i_.t OF BILINGUALISM: Stress tne vaiue of Teing pilingual ir
2ur glecpal society. Place emonasis snoine tescning of English
anile striving to retain the native tongue.

Tnanv you for consicering our views.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE

ERIC

Praiten by ERIC




Chairman KiLDEE. Dr. Hakuta.

STATEMENT OF KENJI HAKUTA, CHAIR, STANFORD WORKING
GROUP, STANFORD UNIVERSITY

Mr. HAKUTA. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Goodling and Members of the
committee, it s an honor to appear before the subcommittee to tes-
tify about how ESEA can be improved .on behalf of students who
come to school with limited proficiency English.

I come here as the chair of an independent group of 22 individ-
uals, and as we found out in the course of the process, they were
in fact very independent, collectively known as the Stanford Work-
ing Group on Federal Education Programs for Limited English Pro-
ficient Students funded by the Nigi ggrporation of New York. The
vigorously deny, of course, any ownership of the ideas we produced.
However, they allowed us to meet as a group over the course of a
year to discuss many of the issues that might arise in reauthoriza-
tion.

The working group, through our cumulative and collective experi-
ences, embodiegr about all aspects of educational practice, research
and policy as they relate to limited English-proficient students. To
understand existing conditions and obstacles to reform, we drew on
our experiences as master teachers, teacher educators, local, State
and Federal education administrators, advocates and researchers
while consulting widely with other knowledgeable individuals and
data sources.

The resulting synthesis and recommendation are contained in
our recently released report Blueprint for the Second Generation.

Throughout our deliberations, our analyses and recommenda-
tions have been guided by two overarching principles, both of which
were alluded to earlier today.

One, language-minority students must be provided with an equal
opportunity to learn the same challenging content and high level
skills that school reform movements advocate for all students.

Two, proficiency in two or more languages should be promoted
for all American students. Bilingualism enhances cognitive and so-
cial growth, competitiveness in a global marketplace, national secu-
rity and understanding of diverse peoples and cultures.

These principles represent a marked departure from common
practice. Currently the educational opportunities and outcomes for
a large portion of the approximately 3.3 million LEP students in
the United States are not good, to use a technical term. Languish-
ing in school programs with low academic expectations and lack of
attention to higher order thinking skills, many language-minority
students are behind their peers in content areas at a time when
performance standards are being raised throughout the Nation.

This situation is exacerbated by a fixation on teaching English
as quickly as possible, which distracts from instruction in other
subject areas. '

Finally, most bilingual programs do not offer students the oppor-
tunity to fully develop their capacity in two languages at a time
when the Nation critically needs a multilingual workforce.

Our review of the legislative and programmatic records of Chap-
ter 1 and Title VII, while clearly noting the contributions of these
efforts, indicated areas of concern. At a general level a mindset per-
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sists that views LEP students, languages and cultures as obstacles
to achievement, as academic deficits rather than as potential
strengths to build upon.

This mindset permeates legislation, policy, planning and practice,
despite strong evidence from educational research and practice that
it is wrong. In fact, research shows that first, the potential to
achieve high levels of cognitive functioning is a property of human
species and therefore accessible to all childven provided they re-
ceive high quality instruction and a challenging curriculum; and
second, maintaining and developing the native language in no way
interferes with English acquisition. _

In fact, recent research refutes the common assumption that the
amount of time spent learning a second language in school is the
most important influence on learning it. Substituting English-only
approaches for bilingual education does not necessarily expedite
the process of acquiring English.

On a more specific level, regarding ESEA, many LEP students
face barriers in access to and appropriate instruction in Chapter 1
programs.

For Title VII programs, the key issues are how best to invest the
scarce funds to guides and leverage systemwide reform and how to
maintain a focus on bilingualism as a national and local resource.
To address these issues it will be necessary to overcome the current
fragmentation of educational services for LEP students.

For example, States now play a limited role in Title VII pre:-cts,
which in turn are rarely coordinated with Chapter 1, migrant du-
cation or other Federal-State or local efforts. Thus resources are
disbursed, students’ needs are only partially addressed, and no one
is held fully accountable. Recommendations for Chapter 1 and Title
VII are framed within a coherent policy and systemic reform.

To ensure that LEP students have increased access to Chapter
1 programs we propose targeting funds to high poverty schools or
districts, requiring that all eligible LEP students be equitably se-
iected for Chapter 1 services, and ensuring that instruction, mate-
rials and opportunities for parental participation are adapted to the
unique needs of LEP students.

The Working Group believes that Title VII can be made more ef-
fective in this reauthorization by working in tandem with new Fed-
eral efforts to guide and support States to develop their capacity
to ensure that LEP students meet high-performance standards.

The details of these recommendations are contained in the full
report which I respectfully submit for the record.

Chairman KILDEE. It will be included in the record.

[The information referred to is on file at the subcommittee office.]

Mr. HAKUTA. In closing, let me suggest four key points that I
hope will guide the reauthorization process. First, ESEA funds are
scarce funds. They must be invested wisely in ways that build the
capacity of local and State systems to address the needs of students
intended to be served by these programs.

Second, the movement to raise standards for all students must
really mean all students. LEP children are a growing proportion of
the U.S. student population. We can and should draw upon our col-
lective know-how to ensure their full inclusion in reform efforts.
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Third, we have been trapped, we believe, in the past in an end-
less and often fruitless deﬁate over the best language of instruc-
tion. I hope that this reauthorization can rise above this tired issue
so that we can turn our attention to more substantive problems,
how to provide language-minority students with an equal. oppor-
tunity to learn challenging content and high level skills.

Finally, LEP students represent our best hope for high-level na-
tional competence in foreign languages. Let's not waste students
that they bring.

Thank you for your attention.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you, Dr. Hakuta.

{The prepared statement of Mr. Hakuta follows:]




TESTIMONY OF KENJI HAKUTA
ON BEHALF OF
THE STANFORD WORKING GROUP
ON FEDERAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS
FOR LIMITED-ENGLISH-PROFICIENT STUDENTS

House Subcommiittee®
on Elementary, Secondary and Vocational Education

July 22, 1993

It is an honor to appear before this subcommittee to testify about how
ESEA can be improved on behalf of students who come to school with limited
proficiency in English. T come here as the Chair of a an independent group
of 22 individuals, collectively known as the Stanford Working Group on
Federal Education Programs for Limited English Proficient Students.

The Working Group, through our cumulative and collective
experiences, embodies just about all aspects of educational practice,
knowledge, and policy as they relate to limited English proficient students.
Participants included ind:iduals with deep and significqg experience as
master teachers, teacher educators, local, state and federal education
administrators, advocates, and researchers. We drew on these experiences,
worked very hard to understand the existing conditions and obstacles to
reform, consulted widely with knowledgeable individuals in the field, and
came up with the synthesis that I am pleased to report to you today. They are
contained in our recently released report, Blueprint for the Second Generation.

Throughout our deliberations, our analyses and recommendations have
been guided by two overarching principles:

1. Language-minority students must be provided with an equal opportunity
to learn the same challenging content and high-level skills that school reform
movements advocate for all students.

2. Proficiency in two or more languages should be promoted for all American
students. Bilingualism enhances cognitive and social growth, competitiveness

in a global marketplace, national security, and understanding of diverse
peoples and cultures,
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These principles represent a marked departure from common practice.
Currently, the education:! opportunities and outcomes for a large proportion
of the approximately 3.3 million LEP students in the United States are not
good. Large numbers of LEP students are languishing in school programs
with low academic expectations and lack of attention to higher order thinking
skills. Many language-minority students are behind their peers in content
areas at a time when performance standards are being raised throughout the
Nation. A fixation on teaching English as quickly as possible detracts from
instruction in other subject areas. And most bilingual programs do not offer
students the opportunity to fully develop their capacity in two languages at a
time when the Nation critically needs a multilingual work force.

Our review of the legislative and programmatic records of Chapter 1
and Title VII, while clearly noting the contributions of these efforts, indicated
areas of concern. At a general level, a mindset persists that views LEP
students’ languages and cultures as obstacles to achievement—as academic
deficits—rather than as potential strengths to build upon. In this regard, two
damaging assumptions remain implicit in Federal and State policies: (1) that
language-minority students who are economically and educationally
“disadvantaged” are incapable of learning to high standards, and (2) that

instruction in the native language distracts these students from learning
-English.

This mindset permeates legislation, policy, planning, and practice
despite strong evidence from educational research and practice that it is
wrong: (1) the potential to achieve high levels of cognitive functioning is a
property of the human species and therefore accessible to all children,
provided they receive high-quality instruction and a challenging curriculum,
and (2) maintaining and developing the native language in no way interferes
with English acquisition. In fact, recent reszarch refutes the common
assumption that the amount of time spent learning a second language in
school is the most important influence on learning it. Substituting English-
only approaches for bilingual education does not necessarily expedite the
process of acquiring English.

At a more specific level, in terms of ESEA, many LEP students face
barriers in access to, or appropriate instruction in, Chapter 1 programs. For
Title VII programs, the key issues are how best to invest the scarce funds to
guide and leverage systemwide reform and how to maintain a focus on
bilingualism as a national and local resource.

In addressing these programmatic issues, the Working Group adopted
the view that a necessary part of the change is to address the current
fragmentation of educational services. For example, States now play a limited
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role in Title VII projects, which in turn are rarely coordinated with Chapter
1, migrant education, or other Federal, State, or local efforts. Thus resources
are dispersed, students’ needs are only partially addressed, and no one is held
fully accountable. Whether programs succeed or fail, lessons are rarely drawn
that could be: efit other educators. Further, the education of LEP students
is not conceived as part of any larger mission. Programs to address their
unique needs tend to remain “ghettoized” within State Education Agencies
(SEAs), Local Education Agencies (LEAs), and schools.

The Working Group urges that reform of Chapter 1 and Title VII must
be considered within a broader vision that enables the planning,
implementation, and evaluation of reforms so that the present efforts can
become part of a continuous fabric of school and system improvement
activities. The first group of recommendations addresses how the Federal
Government should actively encourage states to play new leadership roles in
school reform. State efforts on behalf of LEP children must be part of a
comprehensive plan  for systemwide reform. The specific major
recommmendations are to:

. develop high content and performance standards for LEP students that
are the same as those established for all other students, with full
inclusion in the development process of persons knowledgeable about
the education of LEP students;

develop opportunity-to-learn standards adapted to the unique situation
of LEP students:

develop assessments of student performance and opportunity to learn
that are appropriate for LEP students;

develop a system of school and LEA accountability for LEP students
that combines assessment of student outcomes and opportunities to
learn; and

make special efforts to ensure an adequate supply of teachers well
prepared to educate LEP students.

With respect to Chapter 1, the Working Group supports the overall
thrust of two major independent reviews of Chapter 1 programs (the
Independent Commission on Chapter 1 and the Independent Review Panel
of the National Assessment of the Chapter 1 Program). These reviews
identified major problems for reform, including an overemphasis on
remediation in basic skills rather than higher order skills, fragmentation of
services and isolation of Chapter 1 programs from the general school




program, and failure to target funds sufficiently to significantly impact
education in high-poverty schools and districts. Reform in each of these areas

would greatly benefit all Chapter 1 students, including those who are limited
in their English proficiency.

In addition, the Working Group offers the following major

recommendations (contained in “Transforming Chapter 1”):

require a State education plan that would include provisions to ensure
that LEP students have access to the same challenging curriculum and
instruction as all other children;

increase access to Chapter 1 programs by targeting funds to high-
poverty schools or districts and by requiring that all eligible LEP
students be equitably selected for Chapter 1 services;

reduce the school poverty threshold for schoolwide projects;

ensure that instruction and materials are adapted to the unique needs
of LEP students;

set aside significant resources for staff development efforts to support
the reforms and meet the needs of LEP students;

promote and focus school improvement efforts through school and
LEA plans that are developed through a broad participatory process
that includes those with knowledge and experience in the education of
LEP students;

develop linguistically accessible activities to inform and involve parents
of LEP students in the education of their children;

develop assessment, school improvement, and accountability provisions
that are consistent with the ~verall State standards, and that contain
a graduated series of State and locai responses to failing schools,
ranging from technical assistance to direct intervention and even school
closure.

The third group of recommendations concern Title Vil. The Working
Group believes that Title VII can be made more effective in its second
generation by working in tandem with new Federal efforts to guide and
support States to ensure that LEP students meet high performance standards.
Specifically, the following major recommendations (contained in “Retooling
“Title VII") are proposed:




redefine the role of the U.S. Department of Education’s Office of
Bilingual Education and Minority Language Affairs as: ensuring full
inclusion of language-minority students in national reform efforts;
developing technical expertise on the appropriate assessment of
content mastery in LEP students; directing a national research agenda
on bilingual development; and coordinating all Federal language
education programs. - :

enhance and improve the State’s role in planning, coordination,
program improvement, evaluation, dissemination of effective practice,
and data collection;

reformulate the types of grants awarded to schools and school districts
so as to encourage innovation and limit fragmentation of services; .

give priority to program applications that promote full bilingual
development, demonstrate consistency with State Plans, and rrovide
innovative programs for underserved students;

develop a comprehensive system of project self-study, evaluation, and
rescarch for purposes of program improvement and dissemination;

bolster efforts to address the continuing shortage and often poor
preparation of educational personnel who serve LEP students;

create a new part of the legislation to support language conservation
and restoration efforts in schools and school districts serving Native
American students; and

enhance Title VII’s “lighthouse™ role in language policy, particularly
in promoting the conservation and development of language resources.

Our specific recommendations for Chapter 1 and Title VII are framed within
this vision of systemic reform, and are contained in the full report, which 1
respectfully submit for the record.

In closing, let me state what I think are the key focal points that I hope
will guide the reauthorization process.

First, ESEA funds are ‘scarce funds. 1 hope that they can be invested
wisely, in ways that build the capacity of local and state systems to address the
needs of the students they are intended to serve.

Second, LEP students are a growing proportion of the student
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population, I hope that the movement to raise standards for all students
really means all students, and that we can draw upon our collective know-how
to ensure their full inclusion in reform.

Third, we have been trapped in the past in an endless and often
fruitless debate over the best language of instruction. I hope that this
reauthorization can rise above this tired issue, so that- we can turn our
attention to more substantive problems -- how to provide language minority
students with an equal opportunity to learn chalienging content and high level
skills.

And finally, LEP students represent our best hope for high level

national competence in foreign languages. Let’s not waste the opportunities
that they bring.

Thank you for your attention.




Chairman KILDEE. Ms. Kile

STATEMENT OF MARCIA KILE, PROGRAM CONSULTANT, ESL
SERVICES

Ms. KiLE. Mr. Chairman, Mr. Goodling, my name is Marcia Kile.
I am the program consultant for English as a second language for
the Lincoln Intermediate Unit No. 12, which is in the 19th congres-
sional district of Pennsylvania.

This is my fourteenth year of working with limited English pro-
ficient students. My experience includes providing ESL teachers to
12 school districts in Adams, Cumberland, Franklin and York
Counties, and also in operating a summer intensive language pro-
gram which is funded with Chapter 2 Federal funds. We have had
this program for 5 years. :

1 would like to thank the committee for inviting me to testify on
the reauthorization of Title VII. I consider this Title VII legislation
a very important piece for children. .

Since the passage of the Immigration Act of 1988, we have seen
a dramatic increase in the numbers of LEP students arriving in
south-central Pennsylvania. While the Pennsylvania Department of
Education Chapter 5 regulations require school districts to provide
either bilingual or ESL services to this ever-increasing population,
they do not provide funding sources. Therefore, local taxpayers
must assume this responsibility and have become increasingly re-
sentful towards some minority populations that have come into the
area.

These rural school districts have been unsuccessful in obtaining
Title VII funding because of the system existing under the current
law. The competitive process involved in obtaining these funds is
usually awarded to larger consclidated school districts.

It should be further noted that Pennsylvania does not require
specific certification for teaching bilingual or ESL classes. For ex-
ample, a high school social studies teacher or a driver education
teacher with an extra period during the day could be assigned as
the ESL teacher for that period.

At the same time, teachers with master’s degrees in ESL bilin-
gual education have applied for positions in Pennsylvania. Some,
after applying to the Bureau of Teacher Certification, were asked
to take an additional 12 or 15 credits in order to become certified
as teachers in Pennsylvania. These were teachers who had experi-
ence teaching bilingual and ESL in other States. Rural school dis-
tricts find it very difficult to find competently trained ESL or bilin-
gual staffs, and the districts are not used to dealing with LEP stu-

ents.

As a general rule, the districts lack knowledge on how to proceed
when a child comes in and does not know a word of English. We
often get phone calls at our office, “What do we do? We have a child
who speaks no English.”

Pennsylvania has 501 schoel districts. The districts having LEP
students are mandated to provide bilingual or ESL services. How-
ever, there is only one person at the Pennsylvania Department of

Education who is designated to assure compliance with these regu-
lations.
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While we note that bilingual education, especially at the early
childhood and elementary levels, is the most effective system to
learn a second language, provisions must be made for small and
rural school districts lacking concentrations of LEP students to uti-
lize some ESL techniques, We at Lincoln Intermediate Unit have
had very good success in the past years with students mastering
English within 4 to 5 years, within content-based ESL programs,
ESL taught through content area and through themes.

In conclusion, we would like to make the following recommenda-
tions. We would like {o ask the committee to consider in the reau-
thorization of Title VII moneys that the funding process be changed
from the current competitive grants system to a program of for-
mula structure. This could be based on identified LEP students uti-
lizing figures in the preceding school year.

We recommend that the following standards be used to identify
LEP students, a recommended battery of recognized testing instru-
ments, standardized test scores as well as consideration of home
language.

We also recommend that the States be required to set standards
of certification for bilingual and ESL teachers and that moneys be
made available for intensive language programs during the sum-
mer months.

Thank you for the opportunity to present my views from a local
perspective. I trust that it will in some way prove beneficial to lim-
ited English-proficient children.

Chairman KiLDEE. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Kile follows:]

STATEMENT OF MARCIA A. KILE, PROGRAM CONSULTANT, ESL SERVICES, NEW
OXFORD, PENNSYLVANIA

My name is Marcia C. Kile and I am the Program Consultant for English as a
Second Language (ESL) Services for Lincoln Intermediate Unit No. 12,Migrant
Child Development Program in the 19th congressional district of Pennsylvania. This
is my fourteenth year of working with Limited English Proficient (LEP) students.
My experience includes providing ESL teachers in 12 school districts in Adams,
Cumberland, Franklin and York Counties and operating a Summer Intensive Lan-
guage Program (SIKP), funded by Chapter 2 Federal funds, for the past 5 years.

I would like to thank the coimittee for inviting me to testify on the Reaathoriza-
tion of Title VII. I consider this Title VII legislation a very important piece of legis-
lation to meet the needs of the LEP students.

Since the passage of the Immigration Act of 1988, we have seen a dramatic in-
crease in the numbers of LEP children arriving in small rural school districts in
south-central Pennsylvania. While the Pennsylvania Department of Education
Chapter 5 regulations requires school districts to provide either Bilingual or ESL
services to this ever-increasing population, they do not provide any funding sources
to help meet this high-cost initiative. Therefore, the local taxpayers must assume
this responsibility for funding these programs and in turn the taxpayers become in-
creasingly resentful toward some minority populations moving into their local com-
munities.

These rural school districts have been uns'~_.ssful in obtaining Title VII funding
because of the system existing‘lunder the current law. Because of the competitive
process involved in obtaining Title VII moneys, the moneys generally are awarded
to larger consolidated and urban school districts.

It should be further noted that Pennsylvania does not require specific certification
for teaching Bilingual and/or ESL classes. As an example, a high school Social Stud-
ies teacher or Driver Education teacher could be desiﬁnated as an ESL Teacher thus
the LEP student is denied instruction by a trained Bilingual or ESL provider.

At the same time, teachers with Master's Liegrees in ESL and Bilingual Education
have applied for positions in our area only to be told by the Pennsylvania Bureau
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of Teacher Certification that they must take an additional 12 or 15 credits to be
certified to teach in Pennsylvania.

Rural school districts find it very difficult to find competently trained ESL and/
or Bilingual staff and the districts are not used to dealing with LEP students and
their parents. As a general rule, school districts are unaware and lack the knowl-
edge on how to proceed when an LEP student arrives in their school district.

ennsylvania has 501 school districts. Those districts having LEP students are
mandated to provide Bilingual or ESL services. It should be noted that while there
are 501 school districts the State of Pennsylvania, there is only one person at the
Pennsylvania Department of Education designated to assure compliance with the
a&ber 5 Regulations.
While we know that bilingual education, especially at the early childhood and ele-
mentary levels, is the most effective system to learn a second language, provisions
must be made for small and rural school districts lacking concentrations of LEP
children to utilize ESL techniques.

We at Lincoln Intermediate Unit have had good success with ESL and have stu-
dents mastering English within 4 to 5 years including content areas.

In conclusion, we would like to make the following recommendations:

Weh would ask the committee to consider in the reauthorization of Title VII mon-
eys that ...

(1) the funding process be changed from the current competitive grant system
to a program of formula structure. This could be based on identified LEP chil-
dren, utilizing figures from the preceding school year;

(2) the following standards be used to identify LEP students:

{)as (S%commended battery of recognized tésting instruments acceptable to
estandardized test scores
ehome language;

(3) the States be required to set standards of certification for Bilingual and
ESL teachers; and

(4) that moneys be made available for Intensive Language Programs during
the summer months.

ain, 1 would like to thank you for this opportunity to present my views from

the local perspective and trust it will, in some way, prove beneficial to the Limited
English-Proficient children.

Chairman KILDEE. Dr. Pena.

STATEMENT OF SYLVIA C. PENA, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR FOR
CURRICULUM AND INSTRUCTION, UNIVERSITY OF HOUSTON

Ms. PENA. Good morning. I want to acknowledge Representative
Green for inviting me to testify today, but I am embarrassed that
I have lived up to the stereotype of the absentminded professor: I
have left copies of my written testimong on the airplane.

Mr. Chairman, reauthorization of ESEA programs is critical be-
cause bilingual and English as a second language program do make
a difference. In spite of problems in the way programs have been
evaluated and researched, there is still research that shows that
these programs, that language-minority students in these programs
do well given appropriate services; that is, they do well in English.
Thﬁ are learning English.

e Ramirez study, to cite a most recent large-scale, federally
funded program, found that students in bilingual and immersion
programs were reaching acceptable performance levels in spite of
the weaknesses they found having to do with the lack of teaching
higher critical-thinking skills. But in all programs, students were
doing well in English.

One important finding is that parents were better able to help
their childrer, with homework in the late-exit programs because
they shared a common language. Thus, the children did better in
school than children in early exit or immersion programs where
transition to English was very quick.
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Another finding generalized from other studies, Dr. Hakuta, is
that by bilingualism is associated positively wi.h greater cognitive
flexibility and awareness of language. At the university level, we
have found that Title VII funds have helped many students to be-
come first-generation college graduates. This argument has been
construed as using this money to generate jobs for people. That ar- -
gument has always confused me because isn’t that the goal of edu-
cation, so that people will finds good jobs? When we do not have
Title VII funds at the university level, we see the enrollment drop
because students cannot afford the expense of attending college.

If we have not been able to keep up with the demand, the need
for trained teachers, it is also because students are choosing ca-
reers in other professions such as medicine, law and business. But
even with the funds we can barely make a dent in the need for
teachers because the appropriations cannot keep up with this need.

At the University of Houston, we only offer tuition and fee waiv-
ers and no stipends so that more students can enroll. As private
institutions, however, have joined the competition for grants, the
moneys available have become very stretched given the higher
costs of educating students in private colleges and universities.

This leads to other justifications for reauthorization. You have al-
ready heard that the population for language-minority students
continues to grow. Large urban school districts report 50 to 90 dif-
ferent language groups; but this is .ot to suggest bilingual instruc-
tion in 90 different languages, be.ause they are also offering ESL
programs which are effective.

Latino students constitute about 70 percent of the limited Eng-
lish proficient population in the U.S. One in 10 children in 1982
were Latino, while one in four will be Latino in the year 2020.

It is also clear that a large number of the language-minority stu-
dents are educationally at risk. They may be raised in poverty,
they may come from single-parent homes, they may be iimited Eng-
lish-proficient, and they may be performing at lower levels. Lan-
guage-minority students, however, are not at a disadvantage be-
cause of their backgrounds. They are at a disadvantage because of
the schools. In schools, very often speaking another language is not
considered a gift, is not considered an asset. It is quite expected of
me, Sylvia Pena, to be bilingual but not of my colleague Judith
Walker. For her it is terrific that she is bilingual.

Another problem the schools have is they have been very slow to
adapt a curriculum. Schools lack the resources to meet the special
needs of students. In Houston, the district has not been able to
keep up with the growth so they have very crowded schools in very
dilapidated conditions. They have difficulty in limiting class and
school size. They have been unable to provide an enriched curricu-
lum. They do not have the funding for art, music and foreign lan-
guage teachers. What I think is another fundamental problem is
that they are unable to provide teachers with adequate time for
planning.

Additionally, universities have been unable to meet the demand
for teachers. At the university level, we do not have funds for schol-
arships, we do have adequate funds to recruit and retain bilingual
faculty, and we do not have adequate funds to establish support
services for minority students.
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. Even at the university level, our teacher training programs do
make a difference. We have found, for example, that many under-
graduates who completed their degrees with partial support from
Title VII return to the university to complete graduate degrees.
They have become leaders in the field, serving in specialized roles
such as program directors, curriculum coordinators, school prin-
cipals, doctors, diagnosticians, counselors and university professors

- and researchers. Morz, however, are unable to enter graduate
school because they cannot afford the expense. )

In 1975, when I received my 1-year Title VII fellowship to com-
plete my doctorate, I received a stipend of $450 a month. That is
still the stipend that our doctoral students receive, so many have
to either drop out or study part-time.

The current generation of undergraduates who are preparing to
become bilingual ESL teachers among that generation were in bi-
lingual and ESL programs in the public schools. They enthusiasti-
cally endorse those programs as making a difference in their ability
to do well in the upper grades, to develop a good self-esteem, to
stay in school and to choose to become teachers.

In short, bilingual and ESL teachers have made a difference,
often in spite of restraining forces such as administrators, parents
and others who are convinced that we can only learn in one lan-
guage.

I should point out that if we ask the 1uestion of a parent or any-
one else, Are you opposed to children learning in Spanish at the
expense of English, of course the answer is going to be yes. That
is not the appropriate question to ask. So just as more than 40
years ago UNESCO considered it axiomatic to teach students in
their native tor:zue, today to me it is axiomatic that the Federal
Government provide surplementary funds so that schools can bet-
ter meet their mission; that is, to provide effective instruction such
as bilingual and ESL programs to alf children.

Children come to school just the way they are and not the wa
they are not. We must stop blaming tiymem for being language dit-
ferent and get on with the business of providing optimal edu-
cational opportunities for them and all other children.

Thank you very much.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you very much, Dr. Pena.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Pena follows:]

WELCOMING REMARKS TO DR. SYLVIA PENA FROM HON. GENE GREEN, A
REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF TEXAS

1 would like to welcome Dr. Sylvia Pena here today and thank her for making
her expertise available on such short notice. Dr. Pena has remarkable credentials
in the area of bilingual education and comes to us highly recommended by the
Chancellor's Office at the University of Houston. I commend her comments to the
members of the committee and look forward to an energetic discussion of this impor-
tant subject.

I would also like to recognize the glresence of Dr. Kathy Escamilla of the National
Association of Bilingual Education (NABE). NABE held a very successful conference
in Houston this past spring which was attended by Congressman Becerra and 6,000
squorters of bilingual education.

r. Sylvia Pena is an Associate Professor for Curriculum and Instruction at the
University of Houston. She received her doctorate and masters degrees from the
University of Houston and her undergraduate degree from Texas A&M.

In 1974, Dr. Pena served as a preschool intern at Janowski Elementary School
in Houston in my district. She has also taught at Memorial High Schopl, Spring




Woods High School and Rice University. She currently specializes in teaching cur-
riculum and instruction courses for Sganish and Bilingual Education.

Dr. Pena has been widely published on issues related to bilingual education, early
_chiltihm})ld e;r;ﬂuen:es and language instruction in the classroom. (A full biographical
is attached.

STATEMENT OF SYLVIA CAVAZOS PENA, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR, UNIVERSITY OF
HousTON, TEXAS

Reauthorization is critical because bilingual/English as a Second Language pro-
gram do make a difference:

In spite of problems in the way programs have been evaluated and re-
searched, these programs have shown that language-minority students can do
well given appropriate services.

The Ramirez study, to cite a most recent large-scale, federally funded pro-
gram, found that students in bilingual and immersion programs were reaching
acceptable performance levels in spite of the weaknesses also found.

One important finding is that * “rents were better able to help their children
with homework in the late-exit +vam because they shared a common lan-
guage. Thus, the children did be 1 school than children in early-exit or im-
mersion programis.

Another finding generalized from other studies is that “Bilingualism is associ-
ated positively with greater cognitive flexibility and awareness of language.

At the university level, we have found that Title VII funds have helped many
students to become first-generation college graduates. Without the funds we see
the enroilment drop because students cannot afford the expense of attending
college. If we have not been able to keep up with the demand for trained teach-
ers it is also because students are choosing careers in other professions such
as medicine, law and business.

But even with the funds we can baretlﬂ make a dent because the appropria-
tions cannot keep up with the need. At the University of Houston we only offer
tuition and fee waivers and no stipends so that more students can enroll. As
private institutions joined the competition for grants, the moneys available be-
came stretched given the higher costs of education at private colleges and uni-
versities.

This leads to other justificaticns for reauthorization:
The Bopulation of language-minority students continues to grow:
arge urban school districts report 50 to 90 different language groups;
but this is not to suggest bilingual instruction in 50 to 90 groups for we
must remember that ESL programs are also effective for certain LEP stu-
dents or where no bilingual teachers are available.

Latinos constitute about 70 percent of the LEP population in the U.S.

033 Oin 10 children in 1982 were Latino, while one in four will be Latino
in 2020.

A large number of the language-minority students are educationally at risk.:

ay be raised in poverty,

May come from single-parent home,

May be LEP,

May be performing below grade level.J22 Langua%e-minority students,
however, are not at a disadvantage because of their backgrounds, but be-
cause of the schools:

Speaking another language is not considered a gift;

Schools have been slow to adapt the curriculum.

Téle problem is that schools lack the resources to meet the special needs of
students:

Difficulty in building enough schools to keep up with population growth,

Difficulty in funding adequate facilities,

Unable to provide an enriched curriculum, e.g. funding art, music and
foreign language teachers at the elementary and middle school levels,

Unable to provide teachers with adequate planning time.

Aiditionally‘ universities have be .n urable to meet the demand for trained
teachers:

Lack of funds for scholarships,

Lack of funds to recruit and retain bilingual faculty,

Lack of funds to establish support services for minority students.

But as mentioned earlier, the teacher training programs do make a dif-
ference. We have found that many undergraduates who completed their de-
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grees with partial support from Title VII returned to the university to com-
plete graduate degrees. They have become leaders in the field, serving in
specialized roles such as grogram directors, school principals, supervisors,

curriculum coordinators, diagnosticians, counselors and university profes-

sors and researchers. More are unable to enter graduate school because
they cannot afford the expense. In 1975, when 1 received a Title VII fellow-
ship to complete my doctorate, I received about $450 as a monthly stipend.
Today that is still the stipend we can offer doctor.l candidates for there are
no funds available to supplement that stipend from university budgets.

I should also point out that among the current generation of undergradu-
ates who are preparing to become bilingual/ESL teachers, we are nding
that some of them were in bilingual or ESL programs in the public schools.
They enthusiastically endorse those programs as making a difference in
their ability to do well in the up&r grades, in developing self-esteem, in
staying in school, and choosing to become teachers.

In short, bilingual and ESL teachers have made a difference, often in spite of re-
straining forces: )

Administrators, parents and others who are convinced that the only language
one can learn in is English,

Lack of adequate resources (trade books, concrete materials, and even paper,
transparency film and the like), -

Negative attitudes of colleagues towards bilingualism and special language
programs.

So just as more than 40 years ago UNESCO considered it axiomatic to teach stu-
dents in their native tongue, today it is axiomatic that the Federal Government pro-
vide supplementary funds so that schools can better meet their mission; i.e. to pro-
vide effective instruction to ali children and in this case to language minority stu-
dents who need to be in bilingual education programs.

Children come to school just the way they are and not the way they are not. We
must stop blaming them for being language different and get on with the business
of providing optimal educational opportunities for them and all other children.

Chairman KILDEE. Dr. Feliz.
~ Dr. FEL1z. Mr. Chairman and Members of the subcommittee, 1
am Dr. Feliz, an anesthesiologist at a hospital in Boston. I am a
product of bilingual education. I feel honored to have the oppor-
tunity to address the committee.

As I sit here listening to discussion that has gone on about the
failures of bilingual education, this is not the bilingual education
I remember. Some of the statements make me feel that they are
a complete contradiction to me as a person, they are a complete
contradiction to me and my achievement. Personally, I find some
of the remarks made here with regard to the failure of bilingual
education offensive. :

For example, you ask here, where is the proof bilingual education
works? I am the proof. I went through bilingual education and have
been very successful because of it. When I think back to other
friends of mine who also went through bilingual education, many
names come to mind, all bilingual students who went through bi-
lingual education and are very successful at the particular commu-
nities in which they reside.

Bilingual education was a critical decision that made the dif-
ference in myself between being a success or being a failure. Lit-
erally it was the difference between life and death in my case. But
to better understand how critical bilingual education was with re-
gard to my education and my professional development, it i8 impor-
tant to understand where I came from and some of the troubles
that my family went through initially before we encountered bilin-
gual education.

{ was born in the Dominican Republic, Santo Domingo, and emi-
grated to the United States at 10. I Santo Domingo I used to love
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school. They called me the little brain. I used to always get As and
was very bright. However, when I arrived in the United States in
1975, I was enrolled in the fifth grade in an English-only classroom
in Boston and no one spoke Spanish, and my first encounter with
the American education system was this wall that all of a sudden
this bright kid had to face and all that excitement, all that positive
attitude that I had for education turned into an amazing frustra-
tion.

It is so frustrating, for example, to know something at the age
of 10 like when I came, and be in a classroom where the teacher
is discussing something that you have an idea what he is saying
but yet you are not able to communicate with the teacher. They
think you are stupid. There were times I thought I was there as
a mute, I couldn’t communicate, I was dumb and the other kids
used to say “dumb kid.” I used to try t> hide at the back of the
classroom.

I started getting depressed and discouraged about school. I was
no longer in Santo Domingo; I was here flunking school. I felt lost.
There was a time that I was in my earth science class in this
school and we were taking an exam and the teacher was dictating
to us and he kept saying in English, “Carbon.” He was referring
to the carbon atom, the molecule. In Spanish carbon sounds like
carbone meaning charcoal. I understood charcoal, so 1 said char-
coal. This was an exam and I flunked. For the first time at the age
of 10 I had flunked an exam and saw a big “F” written on my
paper. I said, I have had it; I am going home. I told my mother,
“This is it.

I have three brothers in the same situation. We were bused home
and I told my mother, “This is it, I am dropping out of school.”
Knowing my mother, that is not the kind of thing you tell my mom.
My mother is a rock, and every morning from then on for the next
several months it was a struggle for her to get myself and my three
brothers up from bed every morning. She tried to communicate
with the school to let them know and see if she could find a solu-
tion to the problem. Every time she called she couldn’t commu-
nicate with the school. She started getting discouraged. My mom
does not get easily discouraged.

What finally saved me from literally dropping out of school and
my brothers was that one Thursday T was in the same classroom
and a teacher from Puerto Rico came to the classroom and she ap-
proached me and says, “We are going to pull you out of this class-
room.” That was in 1975. We are going to put you in a classroom
where you will be taught in Spanish and English. In retrospect,
that teacher to me was like God because she gave me a second
chance for my education.

I have gone from a kid at the point of dropping out of school to
a highly trained physician working at one of the top hospitals in
Boston. From that point, from the fifth to sixth grade, I was there
in bilin%ual education from the sixth grade until my junior year of
school. In bilingual education I learned English to the point that
when I finally, at the grade of 11, made a decision to go to an
American classroom I was glaced in an English honor classroom.
When I made a transition, I felt I was confident enough to make
the jump without any regrets.
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I think that, for example, it is one thing to speak English but it
is a completely different thing to speak English well enough to un-
derstand, for example, the writing of William Shakespeare. I grad-
uated from high school with honors, obtained a scholarship to at-
tend Boston University and from there I went to Dartmout Medi-
cal School in New Hampshire. I finished that and I am ﬁnishin%
my last year of anesthesiology residence, and in 10 months I wil
be a full-fledged anesthesiologist.

The value of being bilingual for me as a physician, it has defi-
nitely made me a better physician. As an example, last year, in
1992, I was doing what we call the pain clinic. I was the pain doc-
tor in the hospital. I was going to do a consult on a patient that
was having post-surgical pain. [ realized that she was communicat-
ing with another doctor who didn’t speak Spanish and they were
not communicating well. She was saying that her heart rate was
going too fast, that she was feeling short of breath and that she
was having a lot of anxiety and apprehension. I went back to check
our records and her diagnosis at that time as tachycardia. From
what I know about medicine, I went back to the room and told the
physician, “Let me translate this to you. This is a post-sur, ical pa-
tient giving you this complaint.” He said, “We need to do quick
tests.”

Luckily this lady ended up with a diagnosis of pulmonary embo-
lism, but because of the problem with communication, the dector
was not getting the history. And therefore, I feel the patient got the
correct treatment, the correct medication, and hopefully she was
prevented from having a very critical end to her ife at that mo-
ment.

To conclude, I would like to say that I would like bilingual edu-
cation to continue just to give other kids who are coming behind
me and those who are there now to have the same opportunity that
I had, because it works ind I am the proof that it works.

Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Feliz follows:]

STATEMENT OF ROBERTO FELIZ, MD, BETH ISRAEL HOSPITAL

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcominittee, my name is Dr. Roberto Feliz. I feel
very honored to testify this morning on a_topic of critical importance to students
who come to school speaking a language other than English. That topic is bilingual
education. In my schooling and learning, bilingual education was the difference be-
tween life and death.

I was born in the Dominican Republic and lived there until I was 10 years old
when my family moved to Boston. In the Dominican Republic, I loved school and
was said to be a “cerebrito,” or very bright child, always earning As in school.

When 1 enrolled in the Washington Irving school in Boston, I was placed in a
monolingual English fifth grade classroom in a program designed for native Enilish-
speakers. With the exception of one or two chi?dren, no one in the school spoke or
understood Spanish.

1 hit the wall of English, and within no time, the excitement that 1 associated
with schooling turned to agonizing frustration. I can't ex lain how frustrating it is
to know something, and know that you know it, but to unable to communicate
your knowledge in a classroom.

I vividly recall taking an exam in my Earth Science class. The teacher wax dictat-
ing and saying “carbon, carbon,” referring to the carbon atom and molecule. All
along I thought that he was saying carbon which means charcoal in Spanish. This
is just one example of how lost I was in science class, and needless to say, I flunked
the grade and sav for the first time ever, a big “F" written next to my name. I can't
tell you how depressed and discouraged I was in school. Not only was I not learning,
but teachers treated me a3 if 1 were stupid; they had no way of knowing what [
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lénev;. And children, as you know, can be very cruel. They called me stupid and
umb.

My mother tried to help me. She felt even more frustrated than I did. Each day
she would struggle to get me and my older brothers to go to the school where no
one understood us, the school we were failing in; the school we had come to hate.
My mother’s efforts to talk to my teacher were met with the same wall of silence
that I encountered. As much as she wanted to and tried, my mother could not help
me in the English-only school.

One day in my second year of school, a woman named Ms. Malave came to my
classroom and told me that 1 was going to be placed in a classroom where I could
learn in both English and Spanish. On that day, Ms. Malave seemed like God' And
today, Ms. Malave still seems like God, for she gave me a second chance at my edu-
cation. You see, for me, bilingual education was the difference between life and
death in my learning. If Ms. Malave had not saved me, I know that I would have
dropped out of school.

I was enrolled in a bilingual education program from the sixth grade until my jun-
jor year in high school. While I was developing my English skills, I was able to learn
math, science, social studies, even American history, through my native language.

Learning enough English to carry on a routine conversation is one thing; learning
enough English to be successful academically in a monolingual English classroom
is quite another. For me, it took five years of bilingual instruction before I was pre-
pared to succeed in an English-only classroom. 1 remember trying to take a tenth
grade literature class in English. I knew English, but was absolutely bewildered by
the English of Shakespeare. I quickly got out of that literature class, finishing the
tenth grade in the bilingual program.In the eleventh grade, 1 found that I was truly
ready to make the transition to an English-only program and made the transition
successfully. Indeed, I was enrolled in an honors program.

1 graduated from high school with high grades and test scores, and won a Presi-
dential Scholarshig to Boston University where 1 received my bachelors degree in
computer science. Since graduating from Boston University, 1 earned an MD degree
from Dartmouth College. And now I am completing the last year of a four-year resi-
g{enc)f t;il anesthesiology at Beth Israel Hospital, a Harvard University Teaching

ospital. .

As I have said, bilingual education was the Jifference between life and death in
my learning. As a medical doctor who is bilingual, I know that bilingualism can
mean the difference between life and death for many patients.

In Boston, many hosgital patients are limited in their English proficiency. Sadly,
most doctors are not able to communicate effectively with these patients. Being bi-
lingual has allowed me to serve some of these patients more effectively.

ne case that particularly comes to mind was a patient who had been
misdiagnosed as having what we call tachycardia of unclear etiolo y; in plain Eng-
lish, that's a fast heart rate that couldn’t be explained. I overheard the patient ex-
plaining in Spanish the fact that she was having trouble breathing, felt her chest
pounding, and was very anxious. Her doctor understood next to nothing she was
saying. en I translated her symptoms, the Doctor agreed with my observation
that this patient, a post-surgical patient, was a prime candidate for a pulmonary
embolism, or a bl clot in the lung. He immediately ordered the necessary tests
which confirmed our diagnosis. Fortunately, this patient was given anticoagulants
and lived. In medicine as in education, bilingualism can spell the differ:nce be.ween
life and death.

My medical colleagues are constantly asking for my Spanish services so that ‘hey
can communicate with their patients. I am happy to do so; it is just one more way
that I can repay the second chance to learn that Ms. Malave gave me. Being a bilin-
g}lal doctor has made me a more valuable doctor, one who is able to help more pec-
ple.
My hope is that you, America’s lawmakers, will ensure that the children who are
in school today and the children who will come o school in the future have the same
opportunities that I hud—the opportunities to learn that are provided through bilin-

al education. For students who come to school speaking a language other than
nglish, these opportunities are quite literally, the difference between life and
death.

Chairman KiLDEE. Thank you very much, Dr. Feliz.

That road from when you were 10 years old to today has been
a very successful road, and I hope that some of the programs that
we have enacted here in Congress have been helpful to you. We
labor, we struggle, we question ourselves at times, but it does make

2,

04




us feel good when we see that a program that we have enacted
here has touched someone’s life not only personally but touched all
the lives that you will serve in your professional capacity.

1 appreciate the testimony. It is a very good panel.

First of all, Dr. Hakuta, where is the accent in your name?

Mr. HakuTa. It is Hakuta.

Chairman KILDEE. I heard Dr. Pena pronounce it correctly.

Mr. HakuTa. She did very well.

Chairman KILDEE. Dr. Hakuta, let me ask you this question.
Your testimony seems to be implying that we need to shift the de-
bate in bilingual education to the question of how to best help en-
sure that English-limited proficient students reach high achieve-
ment levels rather than focusing exclusively on how fast these stu-
dents learn English. Is that correct?

Mr. HakuTa. Thank you. I have to first begin by remarking on
Congressman Serrano’s comments earlier about how if you were to
look into families of—in the home hives of many immigrant and mi-
nority families that what you find is a tremendous amount of Eng-
lish going on; in fact, one of the struggles is really how to maintain
the native language rather than there being some kind of 2 con-
spiracy going on by various groups to maintain English. I happen
to, unlike the real Dr. Feliz, ] am not a real doctor, which is why
on airline tickets I never ask that doctor be placed in front of my
name, because if somebody has a heart attack on the plane, I will
be embarrassed. I do research. A lot of the research I do has to do
with families.

The issue is not one of whether these families are in some way
being prevented or refuse to learn English. In fact, one of the stud-
jes that was alluded to earlier compared different types of bilingual
programs and including immersion programs. Across all of them
they are learning English at pretty much the speed limit within
limits of human learning, somewhere between 3 tv 7 to 8 years.
Kids are learning it at the speed limit, and as they learn it they
are preferring English use with their friends.

So putting aside the issue of English is going to do a lot I hope
to shift the nature of the debate away from English or not English
to high standards and how do you try to tie access for these stu-
dents to the kinds of things that we are talking about in,school re-
form, the study not only found that kids were learning English
pretty much at the same speed across these programs but also that
all those programs, they were pretty much low level skills that
were being taught.

That is the real challenge: How do we get challenging <rience,
math, language arts to the students. I hope that the focus will be
how to include limited English-proficient students in those pro-
grams for one issue, and the second issue is how do we value and
try to develop the bilingualism of these students which is a natural
resource. And we tend to be distracted from that problem because
we keep focusing on English.

Chairman KILDEE. I appreciate that particular point. I have been
involved in bilingual education now for about 28 years I thinl, and
I think your emphasis upon helping those students reach high
achievement rather than how fast they may learn a language is
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something that will help guide us in our deliberations here, and we
appreciate that.

You heard two bells. I was ready to call upon Mr. Becerra. We
have to go over and vote. If you could be patient, we will be right
back and begin again our questions.

Thank you.

[Recess.]

Chairman KILDEE. Before we resume our deliberations, I think
the Chair will bring attention to the fact that Mr. Green’s staff per-
son, Robert Scott and his wife Christie are here with their new
baby, Jonathan Tyler. They are starting him very early, just a few
weeks old.

Mr. Becerra.

Mr. BECERRA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

If the Chairman will indulge me, I would like to read at least a
portion of my'cpening statement. It is for me a great pleasure not
only to serve on this particular committee but to be able to deal
with the issue of the reauthorization of the Elementary and Sec-
ondary Education Act.

Of course, it is a real pleasure to be able to serve under this par-
ticular Chairman, Mr. Kildee. I believe that Mr. Kildee oftentimes
is too modest. I don’t think you have mentioned that you were, I
believe, the first person in your State to author the Bilingual Edu-
cation Act for Michigan. I think you deserve a great deal of credit
for the work you have done over many years.

We tend to forget the staff, and I would like to make sure I rec-
ognize some of the folks who have done tremendous work The per-
son sitting to my right, Susan Wilhelm, the staff director of the
subcommittee has done tremendous work and been an extreme col-
laborator with the folks on my staff. Tom Kelley, Jeff McFarland,
Margaret Xajeckas and Bessie Taylor of the subcommittee staff
have also done tremendcus work. I would alsc like to make sure
I mention thanks to John Fitzpatrick and Andres Irlando from my
staff who worked very hard on this committee.

I believe there are a few essential principles in the reauthoriza-
tion of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act that we must
keep in mind. The first one would be to provide increased spending
for quality programs in teaching English to English-limited pro-
ficient children. Second, make sure we highlight achievement in
traditional academic courses. And third, to offer the development of
multilingual skills for all students.

I look forward to hearing a couple of answers to some questions
I have, but let me point out a few things I think were not men-
tioned that I think are worth mentioning. We have seen a dramatic
increase in the number of Americans speaking a language other
than English over the past decade. According to the Census Bu-
reau, more than 31.8 million people age 6 and over said they spoke
a language other than English in 1990 compared to 23 million in
1980. I know that by the next census there will be one addition:-l
person in that list who will be bilingual because my wife and I will
do everything we can to ensure that our newborn daughter is flu-
ent not just in Spanish and in English but hopefully a third lan-
guage as well.




I want to make sure I applaud not just my daughter but also
Chairman Kildee, and Congressman Green who are both bilingual.
I have heard Mr. Kildee and Mr. Green speak Spanish at times,
and they are bilingual.

Our Nation’s ecunomic future hinges upon our abiiity to harness
the skills of all our citizens to compete in the competitive global
market of the 21st century. We need to encourage, not discourage,
multiculturalism and multilingual ability. '

I see the expansion of bilingual educaticn as one of keys to a
prosperous future for this country. We must empower all our citi-
zens, be they Native Americans in the Southwest, Haitian immi-
grants in New York, Hmong transplants in Providence, Native Ha-
;vajians in Honolulu, Latinos in Texas or Asian-Americans in Cali--
ornia.

America’s greatest strength is its diversity. 1 look forward to
working with the Clinton administration to expand and improve bi-
lingual education.

The past 12 years have been extremely difficult ones for pro-
Eonents of bilingual education. Since 1980 funding has decreased

y 45 percent when adjusted for inflation for bilingual education.
That is difficult for any program to swallow, even considering that
the entire school enrollment for that period declined by 4 percent
during the same period. But when you consider during the same
period of time the number of children speaking a language other
than English did not shrink—it grew 41 percent over that same
decade—you can see the real prob%:m bilingual education has had.

Currently Title VII, which serves less than 10 percent of the chil-
dren, needs to be funded at a greater level. This situation of course
must change, and I believe that with the commitment of people like
Chairman Kildee, the administration and individuals like Secretary
og P}]lducation Richard Riley, we will have success. ] am confident
of that.

I thank the Chairman for giving me a chance to enter into the
record some remarks.

I would just like to ask a couple of questions.

Dr. Feliz, I thank you for coming and taking the time to be here.
There are a number of patients who I suspect would like to have
you there versus here. Can you tell me what your feeling is—I
mentioned at the beginning of this hearing that 1 sense from my
background and people that 1 know that immigrants feel it is so
essential we understand English, more so than the American public
does. What is your sense of the feelings of native or not native lan-
guage speaking Americans or emigrants when it comes to the issue
of attaining proficiency in the English language?

Mr. FELIZ. You have to look at where we came from. In Santo
Domingo, communication was important. It was given in Spanish.
When you come here, the reason my family decided to come here
was because of better ogportunity. When you come here, it is so es-
sential for me to learn English because it does give me a better op-
portunity. So at my house it was required; you need to learn Eng-
lish. It is still required.

You need to learn English because that is the only way you can
go to ccilege, the only way Dartmouth will accept you into medical
school. However, it is important for me to retain my Spanish be-
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cause as a person I feel that if I learn English at the expense of
Spanish, I would no longer be Roberto; I would be someone else.

Who I am literally is who I was in Santo Domingo. When I came

here as a kid, I was already made up. I was not a 2-year-old, a

sponge. I already had values, had been educated there and deeply

who I was as a human being was developed in Santo Domingo. So -
when I came here, yes, I needed to acquire English and it was im-

portant because of the opportunities it would give me, but I still

need to maintain my language and continue to need more opportu-

nities, as I stated here.

I think the so-called North Americans that most of the time focus
on just one language, a lot of times their experience is somewhat
different from ours. If you haven’t traveled a lot, you think English
is enough. I think when you begin to travel you realize that there
are many other languages which at times become more important
than just English. My next challenge is to learn French, for exam-
ple. That is my comment.

Mr. BECERRA. Thank you.

Dr. Pera, what can we do on the Federal level to try to encour-
age colleges and universities to place more emphasis on producing
teachers who are bilingual or at least go into the classroom once
;ﬁ_hey h';cwe graduated and teach those who are limited English pro-
icient?

Ms. PENA. In Texas and in States that have large populations of
limited English proficient students, I do not feel reticence on the
part of colleges and universities to place an emphasis on the train-
ing of these teachers. The problem is money. The problem is that
in teaching we are having to compete for students who are now
choosing other careers and not education, and we are having to
compete with all the negative press regarding not just how terrible
it is to be a teacher because of the problems in schools, all the so-

.cial problems that we are hearing about now, guns, assaults on
teachers, et cetera, but also all the negative nress regarding bilin-
gual education programs.

What you can contir:e to do is to continue to fund the edu-
cational personnel training programs and the fellowship programs
so that we can offer the students the funds to be able to attend the
university.

Now, with all due respect to my colleagues in private colleges
and universities, I take issue with providing funds for students in
private colleges and universities at the level that they require. In
other words, if a student has to gc to a private school and they
have to pay, let's say, $10,000 a year at the University of Houston,
it may be less than $1,000. Since we are now competing at the uni-
versities with private institutions for these funds, that means there
is less money to go around.

Last year I believe only 23 new educational personnel teacher
training programs were funded across the Nation. The funding is
small, and when you open up the pie to private institutions it gets
even smaller. I am not suggesting that private institutions not be
able to compete for these grants and moneys, but that they be
capped 9 that students cannot receive more than, let’s say, in a
public institution.
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Mr. BECERRA. Dr. Hakuta, and thank you for advising us as to
the pronunciation of your name, based on your many years of re-
search and study in tﬁe field of bilingual education, could you com-
ment a bit more on the question of utilizing a student’s native lan-
guage and whether that is a detriment in educating that person
anc¢ in having that person be able to learn English?

Mr. HAKUTA. It is the question that has defined research on bi-
lingual education: What is the best method? Fortunately I was on
a national academy panel that looked at the past record of the De-
partment of Education in the studies that it has funded to ask the
question of what is the best method, and the panel mostly con-
sisted of applied statisticians who are generic research design peu-
ple, and the general conclusion of that group in looking at that re-
search was that after millions—I believe the two studies that we
looked at were $12, $14 million or so over 5 years, looking at this
question of what is the best method, that the flaw is really more
with the research design and the approach towards asking those
questions than it is about the programs themselves.

That is, it is extremely difficuit to ask that question, which can
only really be asked in a controlled experimental way. But there
is really in principle no reason we can’t do it. They do it all the
time in medical research where you don’t have complete controlled
experiments, yet we have not been able to address that question
adequately.

The panel did look at areas where valid conclusions could be
drawn from the data and they certainly suggest, number one, that
say this non-native instruction is certainly not a detriment, that
kids were learning as much English as kids in English-only pro-
grams, and also in places where the valid comparisons are made.
Contrary to what one might expect, students in transitional bilin-
gual programs were ahead of students in immersion programs in
English which is contrary, because one would think if you spend
more time learning English you will be better at Engli-*.

So the bits and scraps we can make out of it, which is probably
not worth $14 million, but we have already spent the money, that
suggests that bilingual approaches do work. Again the question is,
unfortunately, most of these studies did not address as much as we
would like the question of academic content and the nature of in-
struction. That is what we ought to be focusing on, not whether
kids are learning English.

Mr. BECERRA. Let me follow up on that. A point you made about
those in the dual ianguage approach in some cases were at a more
advanced stage in their comprehension of English than those that
were only in the English-only approach, I think that goes back to
emphasize that bilingual education is not for the purpose of teach-
ing people Spanish; it is for the purpose of letting them learn all
subjects at the same time you are transitioning to English.

The attitude that bilingual education is to teach people another
language I think is a fallacious one.

I will reserve any further question.

Mr. HAKUTA. I think in addition it becomes even more cr:*ical be-
cause as we talk about higher standards, as we talk about higher
order skills for students, the ability to use whatever we can and
often it is going to be if we have the appropriate well-trained staff
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to do it, then native language instruction it would seem would be
really critical.

I should say that that is also an area where we don’t have much
information, but 1 would hope that we could move away from the
issue of language and get into the issue of higher order skills.

Chairman KILDEE. Thank you. :

On that point, I think the subcommittee would look forward to
working with you, Dr. Hakuta, on the question of raising stand-
ards, the whole ESEA bill, because your studies have gone into an
issue broader than bilingual education. So we may be contacting
you again as we work through the bill.

Mr. Green?

Mr. GREEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I did forego my opening statement earlier to be brief. I would like
to thank the committee Members and also our witnesses here this
morning.

Bilingual education for many students in my district and particu-
larly in the State of Texas is their only chance for a quality edu-
cation. A student who enters our educational system with limited
English skills simply cannot be thrown into an English-only class-
room and expected to understand the material presented.

My wife is a high school teacher in a high school north of Hous-
ton, a tri-ethnic high school, and she had experience with trying to
immerse in algebra Central Americans who for some reason, even
though math is one of the easier to do, it was impossible, and her
frustrations—in fact, this summer she took an intensive Spanish
course at the University of Houston to try and be able to commu-
nicate next year to these students.

I realize that many of you who are from parts of our country
where there are few non-English students have difficulty under-
standing the need for this program. However, please understand
that bilingual education represents a lifeline for students whe oth-
erwise would be omitted from our education system because of
their limited English ability.

I relate this to my own learning experience as a product of a
Houston independent school district that was a majority Hispanic
school in the 1960s and still is a majority Hispanic to this day.
There are those who would argue that children should be immersed
in English and say for them to sink or swim.

I ask any of you—my children are teenagers. I won’t throw them
into a pool and ask them to sink or swim in swimming any more
than 1 would in English or Spanish. Bilingual education buys time
for a student, time that would be wasted while the student strug-
gles to understand English anl is saved by instructing in other lan-
guages while ti.e student continues to learn English.

Without this program the students would lose the time and infor-
mation obtained in their math and science and history and every
other subject instead of moving forward with the rest of their class-
mates.

The best testimony this committec can hear is the actual stories
of people who are living proof that this program works. Dr. Feliz,
{ tuink you are a great example.

I have two examples that recently have come to my attention in
my district who came to our country with no English skills at all
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and enrolled in a bilingual program in two high schools in Houston,
one Austin high school, and that young lady, and after 2 years of
being a part of the program, she won the congressional art competi-
tion in my district and is going to the University of Houston to be
an art teacher. She has spent 2 years here and she speaks English
very well succeeding in her class.

. The other day we had a district hearing in Houston. We honored
a young man who was in the same situation from a different part
of Mexico, but he is graduating with honors and also received a
Discover Card scholarship, s» he will be able to go to college this
fall on a scholarship; yet he was part of the bilingual program
through the Houston school district. Both these students are exam-
ples, just like Dr. Feliz is, of the need and the success of the pro-
gram and the need to continue expansion. The programs have be-
come an essential part of many States such as Texas, who are see-
ing increasing numbers of limited English proficient children.

The fact is that the Hispanic population in our country is on the
rise over the next decade. Either we can welcome these people and
assist them through education programs such as bilingual edu-
cation, or we can ignore them and risk alienating a substantial
part of our population.

Again, I was a product of a school where that alienation was
there in the 1960s before bilingual was available. I ask each of you
on the committee to give thorough consideration to expanding the
program.

Particularly I would like to welcome Dr. Pena. Dr. Pena was an
intern at an elementary schoel about six blocks from my house, al-
though years ago, and she has been teaching at the University of
Houston but she was a high school teacher, has taught high school
and is an instructor at the University of Houston in training bilin-
gual educators. The important part of it is that she has known ex-
perience in the classroon. but also in training teachers, because
féhat is where the problem is in Texas and in a number of other

tates.

I have staff members who have moved with me to Washington
who are bilingual and there is no shortage of bilingual teachers
here; in fact, they are at a premium in the Washington area, so it
is no problem getting jobs for some of the spouses of members who
have moved here, so it is not just in Texas but around the country.

Dr. Pena accepted on short notice to be here and I appreciate
that, and she is highly valued by our chancellor at the University
of Housten.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I have a couple of questions. Anyone on the panel could answer
them, with one other comment. I appreciate, Ms. Kile, your sugges-
tion that we include bilingual into the formula. When you said that
I was kind of grinning because I have a formula bill and that is
another little kicker we could put in to drive more money to Cali-
fornia and Texas if we required that.

J would like to support that, but that is not part of it. That might
ke biting off more than I could chew. One of the concerns, and I
know Ms. Peterson expressed it and I have defended it for 20 years
as a legislator, the concern that students actually graduate from
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high school without learning English, and I have yet to see that in
any of the high schools that I have represented.

By the way, Ms. Pena, I read a couple of months ago to a kinder-
garten class. One of the classes was bilingual and the other was
not. I was surprised to an extent that the bilingual kindergarten
class was much more attentive. Afterwards we asked questions

~about what you do in Congress. Sometimes it is hard to explain to
constituents, much less kindergarteners; but they were much more
interested. These were children who were just beginning a bilin-
gual program.

Can 3ou relate to any of your experiences as teachers—Ms. Pe-
terson, there is someone who has gone through LA schools that re-
ceived an education and were not—couldn’t speak English when
they graduated. I have yet to see that happen, but I hear that is
a fear from a lot of people.

Ms. PETERSON. Our major contention is the fact that 25 years
ago we had a 40 percent dropout rate and now 25 years later, 40
percent of our students are dropping out, Hispanic students before
the 10th grade. So therefore there are students who are locked into
the bilingual programs who are not given adequate services. Those
are the students we are talking about. Only 3 percent of our His-
panic students go to college. We have to do something to change
that around.

Mr. GREEN. I agree. In fact, the percentage at least in Texas are
Hispanic students are about 45 percent, 40 percent African-Amer-
ican students, but 35 percent Anglo students are dropping out in
Texas. There are problems in Hispanic communities and African-
American but also our whole educational system.

In Texas, we raised vhe dropout age to 17 and we just moved it
back a 1year. There are mentor programs we have worked on to try
to develop that—a student doesn’t drop out when they are 16 or 17,
they develop that in sixh or seventh grade. That is where we need
to stop it. A lot of districts are making that effort.

Ms. PENA. Mr. Green, to say that because we still have a 40 per-
cent dropout rate, that bilingual and ESL programs don’t work, one
can't generalize that way. First of all, the bilingual and ESL pro-
grams are primarily targeted for a small portion of students who
need the programs; so there are many not being served by either
bilingnal education for English as a second language and the vast
majority are in elementary education programs so that they exit
sometimes as early as the first grade. That means that beyond
that, say they exit at the third or fourth grade, from there on they
are in an English-only program.

So if we want to put blame maybe we cculd say that the problem
must ke heyond the fourth grade because we have shown from the
data that the students in the programs do well in bilingual edu-
cation and the English-assisted language programs.

I a1\ working now in an elementary school in Houston that is in
a ver depressed area. There are no sidewalks, there are open
ditches, lots of garbage, there is no city park, there are no medical
clinics in the area, no large supermarkets, no shopping centers
nearby. There are seven bars near the school and we told the par-
ents that that would be a problem because we promised them that
at the end of the pre-K&I? program that these children would be
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able to sight read, and in fact they did, because the parents would
come to me and say, sure enough, my 4-year old said la facita
lounge. Mommy, what does that mean? The mother now has to deal
with that because it has lots of sexual overtones.

The problem with the school building is that it is an old building.
They lack a lot of resources. But we were able to get a small grant
to support four bilingual classrooms. In the State test in the spring,
9 percent of the fourth graders passed all tests of the State level
tests. The principal and the teachers were very scared that the
school would be vacated because of poor performance. However, the
following Monday they received a letter from the State of Texas in-
dicating that they were one of 131 schools cited for excellence in
performance gains because of the performance of the third graders.

I haven’t really looked at the data yet, but they did. They showed
that in fact it was the children who were in our experimental pro-
gram in the second grade who went on to third grade, did so well
in the State test that it caused the school to be cited as one of 131
schools with performance gains.

What we are seeing with the children in this program is in fact
they are more attentive. The other teachers who do the remedi-
ation, especially the art teacher, can tell that the children in this
special program pay better attention, learn faster, know more.
Why(‘.; Because they were taught in a language they can under-
stand.

We expect these children to top off as well when they get into
fourth grade and have to take their test in English because they
are doing well.

Ms. ESCAMILLA. Mr. Green, may I also respond? Last year in the
Denver public schools we did a survey of Hispanic dropouts and
found that 75 percent of the Hispanic students who drop out of
Denver public schools, one, speak English only, and two, never had
bilingual or ESL education. We see chat perhaps the dropout rate
is more a function of lack of opportunity to learn than anything
wrong we have done in hilingual education.

Mr. GREEN. | appreciate that.

One other question, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the time of the
committee today.

The success stories tl:at we have heard I know from Dr. Feliz
and the two that I have. [ think for the record each of you probably
have success stories. If you would share those as brief as possible
so we can talk about it.

I have defended bilingual since 1973, and from the people who
say it doesn’t work, but I know it works. If you have other success
stories for the record, I would like to see that.

Ms. ESCAMILLA. Mr. Green, may I also respond? Just one. How
many do you want to hear? I guess I would like to just mention
one. When I was at the University of Arizona, at that time the first
Hispanic student ever was elected to be student body president at
that university, and that particular young man was a product of
our bilingual schools in Mission View Elementary at Tucson Uni-
fied School District. We take great pride. He is now a marketing
executive with Procter & Gamble in San Francisco. He is one of
many.
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I point him out because he served not just as the student body
president, but was a role model for other students in the commu-
nity in bilingual schools.

Ms. PENA. When my son was a senior and had been accepted to
Princeton, we were invited to a reception. At the reception I met
a family who could speak no English at all. He had been accepted
at Princeton. He was the oldest of six children. The parents spoke
no English at all but that did not deter thom from attending the
reception. They had done it because they had allowed this child to
be in a bilingual and ESL program, an conse%uently he was able
to do very well and became a role model for his brothers and sisters
as well. He is now an engineer for Shell Oil.

Mr. HAKUTA. There is an unusual situation related to my work-
ing group membership. One of the people on our group is an experi-
enced teacher from Salinas, California by the name of Aida Walke.
She and I worked together when she was a teacher there to de-
velop a program, a true bilingual program in the secondary schools
in the sense that we developed translation and interpretation skills
for students in this high school, which has 98 percent Latino stu-
dents. Three of her students are now students at Stanford as they
went through the pragram, and one has decided to pursue a bilin-
gual credential. Aida meanwhile decided to come tc Stanford to
pursue a doctorate in education and thereby ended up in this
group.

This past winter I taught a course on bilingual education, sort
of a theory and research course on it, and I had Aida and her stu-
dent in it; so both in terms of a teacher going on for further profes-
sional development on Title VII fellowship funds and a student who
was in z bilingual program who has gone on to decide to become
a bilingual teacher herself.

Ms. PETERSON. I have a story I would like to relate. I teach in
an ESL bilingual classroom. It is a valid program sponsored by the
Los Angeles Unified school district. Over the years I hopefully have
become an exPert at it, and the children I produce are functionally
fully kilingual. I use native language as necessary but as little as
possible, and our whole intent is to help the children learn English.

Mg' only success story would be that I now teach children of the
children I taught, and many are sheriffs, doctors and lawyers, and
therefore this program does work. We are just saying we need some
more open dialogue.

Mr. GREEN. I think there is no question about bilingual or ESL.
I think it depends on the level of the child. I am trying to learn
tS)panish now and I need to immerse myself in Spanish so I can d¢

etter.

Mr. BECERRA. If the gentleman will yield, I characterized you as
being bilingual.

Chairman KiLDEE. Mr. Becerra.

Mr. BECERRA. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. One or two quick ques-
tions.

As we voted T had a chance to run into Representative Karan
English from Arizona. She h0}1>‘ed to be here. She is extremely inter-
ested in bilingual education Title VII and its effects on language-
minority populations that are not as large as the Latino or the Chi-
nese-American population that we see in California. In her State,
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she mentioned there are over 200,000 Navajos, and we often forget
that there are some very large populations. I know that the Navajo
tribes do a good job of maintaining within their own, the culture,
the language and the tradition.

Does anyone have a comment as to whether or not we are doing
a good job under Title VII in reaching smaller populations which
also must be able to transition, learn English effectively and be
able to funetion?

Ms. EscAMILLA. I am sorry Ms. English isn’t here; because I have
another Arizona story. When I was a director of bilingual education
in Tucson, we developed with the Title VII grant a bilingual edu-
cation program in Yaqui and English. Yaqui is an interesting lan-
guage because at that time it was not a written language. Through .
the Title VII program we developed a written orthographic system
and then we developed the reading books and then began teaching
the children the involvement of the tribal elders.

Without their involvement, Yaqui is going to be one of the Native
American languages that is lost. The next generation of children
won't speak it, With having developed the written orthographics
system, now we have a.way to maintain it.

We felt we were not only successful with the children but we
were successful getting the elders involved in public education and
in the sustainment of the Yaqui language. Navajo programs have
been around since 1966 and they are counted among the many suc-
cess stories in bilingual education.

Chairman KILDEE. If the gentleman will yield, during World War
II the Navajo Indians were able to transmit secret messages over
any radio frequency and nc one ever broke the code. One Navajo
would speak to another and translate for the major or colonel in
charge. The Navajos played an important role in transmitting mes-
sages for our armed forces.

r. BECERRA. Mr. Chairman, are you implying that bilingual
education could have a national security interest?

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have no more questions.

Chairman KILDEE. I have no more questions either.

This has been a very good panel. You have been very helpful to
us. I have been working on bilingual education for 28 years and it
is a dynamic program. We look at things, we learn more things. I
think the goal is to make sure that children do reach that pro-
ficiency in English but make sure that they do not fall behind in
their promotion and their learning and their graduation in the
meantime.

I think that—those purposes remain the same, and we can apply
them in various ways, but I think that—I know I have bad on my
staff four Hispanic peogle on my staff. I see Ricardo Martinez here
today. He knew David Saliz very well and they used to speak Span-
ish. Three of my four Hispanics spoke Spanish and ¥nglish. They
were bilingual. One did not. That person is going bacxk to try to re-
cover that language, and it will make him more useful ir my con-
gressional office.

So we are a very monolingual country. We want to make sure ev-
eryone in the school system achieves English proficiency but also
make sure that they do learn the other subject matter and learn
it not as Dr. Feliz was able to learn it when he finally got into a




bilingual program and make prOﬁress within the school system. As
an added bonus, if they retain their native language, they are en-
riched by it and I think our country is enriched by it.

This has been a very good panel and I thank each of you. Your
formula suggestion, Ms. Kile, we will look into that, too. We will
keep the record open for 2 additional weeks for submission of addi-
tional testimony.

Unless you have closing statements or angthing to summarize—
if not, the subcommittee will stand adjourned.

{Whereupon, at 1:15 p.m., the subcommittee was adjourned.]

{Additional material submitted for the record follows.]
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STATEMENT OF HON. BILL EMERSON, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM THE
STATE OF MISSOURI

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, .

Thank you for the opportunity to a.dress the issue of bilingual education as the
committee works on the Reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Edu-
cation Act. Since its inception in 1968, and through its various reauthorizations, the
main purpose of the Federal Bilingual Education Act has been to grovide funding
to help school districts develop and establish programs to enable students to achieve
full competence in English and to meet school grade promotion and graduation re-
quirements. )

All in all, I suF rt the goais of bilingual education. In our increasingly diverse
and complex world, it is vital that all people of our Nation are able to communicate
with one another. It is important for limited English proficient (LEP) students to
be able to speak English; it is increasingly necessary for students who grow up with
English as their first language to be able to converse in another language.

1 do think that—as with many Federal programs—bilingual education is not
working as well as intended, and could certainly stand changing and updating. Con-
gress wants limited English proficient students to learn English in bilingual edu-
cation classes. But, Congress should—and does—want them to learn and move on.

One part of President Clinton’s school reform legislation sets out seven goals to
be achieved by the year 2000. Goal number three—Student Achievement and Citi-
zenship—states, “By the year 2000, all students will leave grades 4, 8, and 12 hav-
ing demonstrated competency over challenging subject matter including English ...”
1 wholeheartedly agree.

But are the Bilingual Education programs accomplishin%this goal? Population es-
timates from the National Clearinghouse for Bilingual Education show that the
number of LEP students increased from 2.4 million in 1980 to 2.8 million in 1990,
and will increase to approximately 3.4 million bty the year 2000. With our current
budget constraints and new education programs fighting for education dollars, bilin-
guadeducation must use resources wisely—3.4 million young people’s future will de-
pend on it.

Children from all over the world face a difficult transition from their native lan-
guage into English fluency when they enter American schools. Bilingual education
assumes that the transition can be eagsed when children can be taught—tempo-
rarily—in the language they understand. The important word here is temporarily.
I am concerned that we may be losing sight of tﬁ: goal of bilingual education—to
help children become fluent in English as quickly as possible.

I firmly believe that learning English 3;nckly-in about three years—and learnin,
it with their English-speaking peers is the best way for LEP students to gﬁt ahea
academicallg and socially. For these reasons, programs funded under the Bilingual
Education Act should be more accountable. One of the main components of any ac-
countability measure must be how much English the students learn and how fast
they learn it. Programs which use innovative methods to move students along more
quickly and thus integrate them with their peers sooner should be rewarded and
hi%hlighted for others to replicate.

n addition, we need to give parents more choices on the types of educational pro-
gram they can choose for their children. Parents of children in bilingual education
classes assume that their children are in those programs to learn English. Few want
their children taught primarily in their native language. They want to preserve
their native language at home, but recognize that the language of the school is Eng-
lish. We are doing a disservice to those parents who want their children to integrate
into the school community as soon as they have acquired the necessary linguistic
tools in English to push forward on their own.

Mr. Chairman, as you and the committee continue é;our work on reauthorization
of the Bilingual Education Act, I hope you will keep the goals of this legislation in
mind. More and more parents are voicing their concern that their children are not
learning English fast enough. Nearly 3.4 million young people have their futures de-
pendent on the success of bilingual education—on the speed with which they acquire
and master English language skills. To continue with a program which is not pro-
ducing the desired results makes no sense. I urge this cornmittee to make the nec-
essary changes to ensure that bilingual education teaches children English as quick-
ly as possible for their sake and for the sake of the Nation.

STATEMENT OF GERDA BIKALES, PRESIDENT, E PLURIBUS UNUM, WASHINGTON, DC

Once again, it is time for Congress to decide what to do about bilingual ed:cation,
the program that started as a modest experiment in 1974, and which now holds
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about 1.7 million children in its grip, at a cost exceeding $1 billion per year, in Fed-
eral and State taxes.

The members of the Subcommittee on Elementary, Secondary and Vocational
Education are deluged with a barrage of studies and reports, conference proceedings
and journals, experts and lobbyists, all purporting to show that teaching immigrant
children in their native tongue produces better results in the classroom.

And no wonder! The studies are sponsored and designed by people who feed off
the moneys appropriated for bilingual education. The reports are written by those
who are professionally beholden in every way to bilingual education funding. The
experts are trained in academic departments supported with bilingual education
dollars, and they go on to hold professorships in them. The conferences and journals
are controlled by those experts—people who, directly or indirectly, derive their pres-
tige and jobs from keeping children out of the reach of the English language as long
as possible. And the lobbyists do what lobbyists do so well—they wax lyrical about
their self-interests.

Nothing is easier than to produce impressive evidence of the achievements of bi-
tingual education on paper, for the money and the institutional machinery is in
place to do so at will. And nothing is less reliable, for the conclusions are largely
preordained and not supported by actual academic outcomes.

Studies skeptical of bilingual teaching are not as numerous, they don’t appear as
frequently, nor are they quoted as often as the ones making extravagant claims for
the method. There is very little money to be gotten for independent research, and
smart researchers will stay clear of bilingual education in any case, for they know
that they must toe the politically correct line, or their careers will be damaged.

Nevertheless, there has been a consistent flow of data proving that bilingual edu-
cation is not a superior methodology and fails to teach students English. In 1978,
the.American Research Institute conducted the first large-scale study of bilingual
education, and found it seriousl?' wanting. In 1981, two Education Department re-
searchers reviewed all the usable empirical data available, and concluded that the
results of bilingual education did not warrant mandating it over English-based
methods. A year later, Iris Rotberg of Harvard reached the same conclusion. In
1986, the National Advisory Council on Bilingual Education stated that “bilingual
education has been contradictory.” Professor Christine Rossell has reported on sev-
eral research projects, all casting serious doubt on the achievements claimed for bi-
lingual education. Just last year, a longitudinal study of the E] Paso schools showed
the advantages of intensive English-emphasis. Also last year, the prestigious Na-
tional Academy of Sciences, afer a review of numerous studies supporting bilingual
education, determined that they were too poorly done to be of any value. -

Perhaps the most telling and useful information I could share with you is from
the recent survey entitled The American Teacher, conducted by the r-spected firm
of Louis Harris and Associates for the Metropolitan Life Insurance Company. This
is a survey, on many educational subjects, of 1,000 elementary and secon teach-
ers in our children’s classrooms. These teachers see, day in day out, what is happen-
ing in the schools, how programs affect collegial relationships, work environments,
school politics, classroom interactions, as well as academic outcomes.

To the question: “Do you think that government policy should promote bilingual
education programs that teach English and teach other subjects in a child’s native
language, or should policy mandate that substantive subjects be taught in English.”
Americe)l's teachers responded with a strong endorsement for teaching in English (64
percent).

We believe that this rejection of bilingual education by those teachers not directly
beholden to it is highly significant.

We urge you to consider its meaning carefully, and opt to depoliticize the schools
and free our immigrant students from the burden of semi-literacy in two languages
that is so often their fate in bilingual education.

As an organization concerned about the dissolution of the cultural bonds that
have tied us iogether as a pluralistic Nation, we urge you to make funding available
to help students with English language deficits, in ways determined by local schools,
using the resources available to them. The law should demand a heavy emphasis
on intensive English teaching and a rapid transition to the standard curriculum.

We must end the hysteria about bilingual teachers shortages that has prompted
us to fund the constant expansion of substandard bilingual educatior departments,
anld to hire foreign teachers with uncertain credentials to teach in our children’s
schools.

As a diverse people, we have to learn to live together, not separately. America’s
schools is where we must learn these lessons. For out of many, we are one. E
PLURIBUS UNUM.
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STATEMENT OF
HAURO £. NUJICA, CHAIRMAN
U.S.ENGLISH
QN THE RE-AUTHORIZATION OF THE BILINGUAL EDUCATION ACT
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEKENTARY, SECONDARY AND VOCATIONAL EDUCATION

AUGUST 3, 1993

Mr. Cha:irman and distinguished members of the Subcommittee, thank you for the
opportunity to present the views and proposals of U.S.ENGLISH on the 1993 re-
authorization of the Bilingual Education Act. 1 speak for hundreds of thousands
cf our supporters who want to see bilingual education reformed, starting at the
{ederal level.

Since its inception in 1968, and through its various re-authorization
cycles 1n 1974, 19368, 1984, and 1988, the tederal Bilingual Education Act has had
as its main purpose the provision of moniea to assist school districts to develop
and estabiish programs specifically designed for the limited English proficient
(LEP) population. More specifically, “"such programs shall be designed to enable
students to achieve full competence in English and to meet schcol grade-promotion
and graduation reguirementsa” {Sec. 7002 (a)(19)). Through a competitive process,
scheot districts apply for three-year grants {up to five under special
circumstances) to establish programs which will oventually be incorporated into
their own programs, without further assistance from the federal government. In
essence, the federal government supplies “gseed 7oney" to develop programs to
demsnstrate their viability and effectiveness to local school districts.
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of funds to a specific nmethodology contradicts the concept of 48vaiuping
“exemplary™ programs or “"programs that work.” Title VII institutionalizes a
hierarchy of methodologies, a practice not found in any other sector of the
educational field. As written today, Title VII says to educators that the federal
government gives preference to a methodology that promotes teaching children in
their native languages. It should not be the role of the federal government to
promote a particular educational methodology over another. 1In addition, the
federal government should not be promoting a methodology whose superiority has
never been proven.

This year's re-authorization of the Bilingual Educaticn Act must address
the lack of clear research findings supporting the superiority of any methodology
over another in #ducating the limited English proficient. RAs reported by a panel
in The Cage of Bilinqual Pducation Strategies (Michael M. Meyer and Stephen E.
Feinberg, Editors, Washington, DC:National Academy Press, 1992), even the most
recent longitudinal study (Ramirez, J. Davaid, et al. Longitudinal study of
Structured English Immersion, Early-Exit and Late-Exit Transitional Bilingual
Education Programa for Language-Minority Studenta, S$San Mateo, CA: Aguirre
International, 1991) failed to provide clear findings. ln fact, the panel noted
that no conclusion is warranted on the effectiveness of bilinrgual education
(i.e., native language-based bilingual education) programs based on the analyses
in these two studies or’ based on any further analyses of the same data. If the
research does not support giving preference to one methodology over another, why
should the Bilingual Education Act do it?

U.S.ENGLISH understands that there must be a period of transitior. for man
students, during which the native language can be uged to help them along. It may
even be pogsible that short-term (a matter of months) native language instruction
is beneficial for limited English proficient students in the beginning when their
knowledge of the English language igs very low (“Blinded by Theory in Search for
Fffective Programs for LEP Students: A Call for Testing New Research Hypotheses,*
a paper presented by Keith Baker and Christine Rossell at the Annual Meeting of
the American Educational Research Agsociaticn, Atlanta, Ga, April 12-16, 1993).

The fact still remains, however, that native language-based bilingual
education programs gegregate, involuntarily, LEP students into “separate-but-
equal” classes. Keeping LEP students in long-term native language classes
inhibits the development of their English academic language sxills, and thus
reduces their opportunities for mobility. Without good English language skills,
they are unable to move into higher education or better jobs.

2. Incorporating into the Act the procedurea spescified by the Department of
Education’a Office of Civil Righta for program compliance with Title VI
(“"The Proviaion of an Equal Education Opportunity to Limited English
Proficient Studeanta Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Education,
December, 1992, pagea 6-9).

The Act needs to reflect the broad discretion the Office of Civil Rights
gives schools in ensuring equal education opportunity for minority students.
Schools need more flexibility to improve the:ir use of resources and manpower, and
to meet the expectations of parents. Nore and more parents are voicing the
concern that their children are not learning English fast enough. Host parentg
of LEP students want their children to learn English as soon as possibla (Parent
pPreference Study, Department of Education, unpublished), to learn major subjects
primarily in English (Hispanic Link, Vol. 9, No. 43, October 28, 1291) and expect
bilingual programs to help their children accemplish this goal (National La<-ino
Poiitical Survey, 1993).

3. Linking of all grant renewala directly to how well and how faat programa
teach Engliah.

Programs funded under Title VII must be required to be accountable to the
purpose of the Bilingual Education Act: to teach children English to the highest
level of their age capabilities. The effectiveness of the programs must be
required to be measured in terme of how well children learn Faglish, and their
efficiency by how fast it is learned. Programs which use innovative methods--such
as accelerated learning--~to move students alony more quickly and thus integrate
them with their peers gooner should be recognized and highlighted for others to
replicate.

The major factor in the selection of a program as an Academic Excellence
Program~--a Title VII component whose purpcse is to highlight "exemplary"
programs--must be how effectively and efficiently the program teaches English.

4. Stipulating that all teacher training programa funded under Title VII
provide training in a variety of Eagliah language developsent
methodologies.

Many such training programs today focus primarily on the “facilitation
hypothesis“~-the notion that one needs to achieve a high level of native language
proficiency before one can achieve the highest level of a sgegcond language
proficiency. Thie hypothesie guides most training currently offered for bil ingual
education certifiration. The reault {8 %that teachera ultimately end up
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internaiizi.g the notion that children need to be taugnt in tneir native
languagas first in order for them to learn English. But the validity of this
wfacilitation hypothesis" is at best questionable.

Teacher training programs funded under Title VII must be required to expose
their trainees to all teaching strategies, including the weaknesses and strengths
of each. The greater the reperto.re a teacher .has at his or her disposal, the
more flexible a teacher will be in meeting the needs of specific LEP students.

Teachers of LEPa deserve comprehensive training which will cover, among
many other things, accelerated techniques for learning languages and subject
matter and which will present the most up-to-date knowledge on learning and
teaching.

The Bilingual Education Act must include an accountability meaaure for
these teacher training programs which relates to the inherent purpose Of the Act:
to teach LEP8 English quickly. How effective such training programs are is hardly
known.

5. Making “parental consent”, not just “parental notification”, a muat for
pupil participation in Title ViI-funded programsa.

parents must be allowed to_chooge not to have their children placed intc
Title VII-funded programs. Parental consent should be required prjor to any
placement decisions by school administrators.

School programs which are newly established are for the most part
considered experimental, that is, the sachool district wants to know if that
program will work for 5ts atudents. Because of this experimental nature, parents
are consulted as to whether they want their children to participate in these
programs. Bilingual education programs in the process of being instituted in a
achool system fall into the same category. However, even though a public notice
is published in local newspapers about the intent of the district to apply for
a Title VII grant, and a meeting {5 generally held with “"some” parunts to fulfill
a proposal requirement, parents of children who ultimately are placed in the
"new" bilingual education program are rarely given the opportunity to decide on
their own whether or not they want to enroll their children in those programs.

Anecdotal data consistently show that when parents choose to decline to
have their children placed in those programs they usually are able to do 80 only
after the children have been assigned to such programs. This proceas makes it
harder for parents to be involved in the proceas. hfter a school administrator
or teacher makes a decision about one‘s child, parenta feel threatened about
reversing that decision and worry about possible repercussions. Parents who
already are “"threatened" by the very basics of a new liife in a foreign
environment don‘t need this additional threat from our school system. Title VII
should require that parents be given the choice to enroll their children prior
to a placement decision.

This is alao a solution to the persistent problem of wrongly assigning a
child to a bilingual educatjion class simply because his or hex last name is
Hispanic/Latino--even when the child’s dominant language is Enylish. Obviously,
in these cases, parents have already made a deliberate choice as to the language
they want their children to use. why should the achools be allowed to reverne
that decision?

6. Changing the name of the Act.

The name of the Act, The Bilingual Education Act, is misleading. If the
purpose of the Act is to teach children English, its name should 8o indicate.
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Written Testimony of the Rural Alliance for Newcomers in Midwestern
Schools

Submitted to the House Subcommittee
on Elementary, Secondary, and Yocational Education

August 5, 1993

This written testimony represents the cooperative work of a group of
27 people from Kansas, Ncbraska, Iowa, Missouri, Arkansas, and
Oklahoma. We met as an alliance of 15 educators, 3 local business persons,
4 teacher educators, 2 researchers, and 2 state education officials with a
common interest in meeting the needs of newcomers in rapidly changing
communities in the midwest. Far from the imagined flat, homogenous
heartland, small cities in our region are changing dramatically with
innovations in agricultural processing. These industries have brought new
economic life to smalli communities throughout the Midwest. Lacking a
native workforce, and often paying relatively low wages, they bring new
immigrants and new challenges to schools in the heartland. This testimony
derives from our growing concern for schools, communities, and new
arrivals in our changing communi‘ies.

In February and again in late July of 1993, we identified our shared
concerns in several areas, including the reauthorization of ESEA.
particularly Title Vil and Chapter 1. Participants are familiar and in
concurrence with the focus of the Stanford Working Group, and are in
concurrence with most of the specifics in the proposed NABE legislation.
Our specific interests and concerns are outlined below, which are followed
by some brief critical incidents to set our concems in real-life contexi.

General Concerns

Federal funding and policy making too often overlook smaller,
changing communities. Our schools are changing, often dramatically: our
responses are varied, from denial to innovation. Ignoring the needs of
small communities like ours will hamper existing district efforts to meet
the needs of both newcomers and established residents, prevent the
dissemination of successful new models, and risk repetition of costly policy
and program mistakes like "sink-or-swim™ approaches to language
learning.

New poultry processing plants in Missouri and Arkansas, pork and
beef processing in Kansas, Nebraska, and Iowa have made many
communities mylti-lingual (not just bi-lingual) almost ovemight. Much
excmplary work has resulied, which demonstrates that language diversity
can be both a resource for schools and a challenge. While many
communities are struggling, rcauthorization presents an opportunity to
meet new needs in the smaller communities in the Midwest.

Recommendations for ESEA Reauthorization

State Capacity Building
Proponents of education reform for language minority students have
stressed the importance of linking federal and «tate education reform
fforts through state-level planning. Our group found thar state and federal
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program oversight has often been inadequate to insure that small
communities are aware of both their responsibilities and opportunities
regarding language minority students. Any legislation in ESEA must
specificly incorporate language minority students in 3!l school reform
efforts at {ederal, state, and local levels.

» ESEA's reauthorization can and should encourage an active and
specific federal, state, and local role in promoting services 1o
language minority students

Title VII

Formula funding of Title VII projects on the basis of the size of the
language minority population would climinate or shaiply reduce available
funds for smaller districts or districts with substantial new growth.
Presently, somne small districts are forging new regional alliances, but these
cost- and resource-sharing efforts are not encouraged by present policy.
Meanwhile, the review and approval of discretionary grants may now be
done by panels of “experts" often with no experience in the needs of
smaller communities.

» Funding priorities for discretionary projects should include
districts in which the percentage of language minority students
has increased rather than in which the number is high

Priority should be given to inter-district and regional cooperation
among otherwise geographically isolated smaller schools for
instructional delivery and in-service training. including the usc of
distance-learning technology

Appointment of a broad range of professionals to grant review
panels will improve the quality of the Title VIl discretionary
grant review process. and must incorporate regional and ryral
representation in the statute

Chapter |

There is great inconsistency in the availability of Chapter 1 services
to newcorrier students in our region. Some schools provide services to
language minority students. sometimes inc’ading first language instruction;
others do not modity Chapter 1 services. or completly exclude newcomers.
We support the proposals to explicitly include language minority students
in Chapter 1 and to insure that Chapter | services are appropriate to
student needs.

« Chapter 1 services should be made available to language minority
students and tailored to their needs

Critical Incidents

The “critical incidents” detailed below highlight the diversity of the

local response to new immigration in the schools. These examples point
out the need for federal and state attention to local districts in which the
capacity to serve language minority students is limited. It also illustrates
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thic value of early coordination and cooperation among similar rural
districts, and the creativity and flexibility of local responses.

Kansas .
Who Are Public Schools For?

This fall a 19 year old woman from Mexico sought admission to this
high school . She had not been enrolled in school for three | zars and did
not want a high school diploma, but wanted to leam English. The high
school refused her admission.

This high school faced a problem: who was to be served? The
policy is based on the counsel of the attomey for the Kansas State Board of
Education. This high school's policy is to deny admission to persons over
the age of 18 if they have not been continuously enrolled in another public
or private school prior to their request for admission. They argue that
their priority is to educate children, and that aduit education is the pervue
of GED programs. The school makes referrals to the local GED program,
and is concerned that the quality of the local GED program is high enough
to meet the need- in the community. (Excerpted from a critical incident

submitted by a high school principal.)

Kansas:
Immigrants and Sports

The population of another Southeast Kansas town of 25,000 has
increased 36 percent since the arrival of a new beef packing plant in 1980.
Three new elementary schools have been built to accomniodate 1,976 new
students, The high school enrollment of 1,111 in 1988-1989 consisted of
one-third minority students: 21 percent cstablished resident and newcomer
Hispanics; 7.8 percent new arrival Southeast Asians and 1.4 percent,
African Americans. The immigrant student population is highly mobile:
one third of the students move on during the school ycar.

Sports are important to high schools. The school administration
encourages students to participate in sports and extracurricular activities to
encourage identification with the school and deter drop outs. The football
scason sets the tone for the school year. One school official said, "If you
have a good football scason, then you usuai., have a pretty good school
year." Higher status accrues to high school athletes, as it does to the

school's high academic achievers.
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The community identifies closely with the football program, and
expects its team to have a winning season. Attendance at football games °
reemphasizes the townspeople's unity identity. and American values and
tradition in the face of rapid growth and change. But newcomer
participation in sports and other extra curricular activities is limited.
During the 1988-1989 school year, immigrant student participation
declined. The sponso's of the Southeast Asian Club resigned during the
year due to a perce’ved lack of support from the administration. Many
immigrants had been interested in soccer, but the soccer team, 100, was
eliminated when the sponsor moved to another school and no other teacher
would sponsor the team. No one told the immigrant student athletes what
happened to their soccer club. While the Southeast Asian Club entered a
fioat in the Homecoming Parade and won Third Place. two Vietnamese
seniors in the graduation week activities committee complained that the
other students were only intcrested in "American” activities, and they
weren't interested in those things.

Later, the school reestablished the soccer club, but the practices
were held at the middle scheol, included middle school students, and
transportation was not provided. Many students were still discouraged by
these aspects of the soccer program and participation was low.

Because of their failure to participate in organized American sports
and extracurricular activities, immigrant students lack social status in the
town and among their peers, and other students, administratoss and
townspeople think immigrant students are not interested in becoming part

of mainstream America. (Excerpted from a researcher’s report.j

Nebraska:
A Positive First Experience

I teach in a small midwestern school. This year was my first
experience teaching an immigrant child. Also, I have had no training in
other languages. However, this has been a very rewarding experience. My
student has been very cager to leam and their families are very supportive
of education.

Luis is a very social person and has been very well received by his
peers. They are so cager to help him. Luis is very good at drawing and

received local recognition. [ try to incorporate, at every upportunity,

1i3
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events and history from his native country, Mexico.

I feel my students have leamned about not stereotyping other people
and their culture. This makes me feel good. It has been a wonderful year
and I will hate to let him go. (Excerpted from a critical inciden: submitted

by an elemeniary teacher.)

Nebraska:
Coping with an INS Raid

In September 1992, the U.S. Immigraiion and Naturalization

Services raided a beefpacking plant in our town. After seizing the plant's

personnel files, 200 federal agents picked up 307 undocumented workers,
took them to the National Guard Armory and began deportation processes.
The INS separated families.

The next moming in school there was mass confusi n; and there was
quite a ~tir among the Spanish speaking community. Stud:nts hid in school
restrooms, afraid the INS would take them from the school. Other
students in hiding did not attend school for two weeks. Somc students were
deported with their parents, but the school was not notified by INS. School
enrollment dropped 20 percent, but by May, enrollment had returned to
the level of the previous September.

If this should happen in your community. make it perfectly clear to
INS that you want names of children who are also being deported and have
policies in place as to how the school will handle the situation if it occurs in
your community! (Excerpted from a critical incident submitted by a

secondary ESOL teacher.)

Nebraska:
Community-wide Planning

This county of 22,000 has grown 12.76 percent since 1990. The
largest community in the county grews 30 percent. with the opening of a
beef packing plant in 1990. Of the 2200 beef plant workers. 60 percent are
Latino. Numbers of Thai, Victnamese and Laotians also grew a small
amount.

Based on a repost by a Community Impact Study Team of area
representatives from education. law enforcement, health, human services.

economic development and other agencies. the county formed the Dawson
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County Interagency Council to coordinate the services of community
agencies. The council of 45 schools, agencies, churches and organizations

meet twice monthly to share information and discuss requests for assistance

from council members on projects. With a short tum-around on proposals

and no duplication of services they have accessed many programs in three
years, including the Maternal Health Clinics. 3 area Head Start programs,
transferred him to the parochial high school. He wants to attend a U.S.
university. The teachers and administration aren't sure how to respond to
his needs. (Excerpted from a critical incident submitied by a university

faculty member.)

Missouri:
A Poultry Plant and New Needs

This boot heel town of 2,000 has acquired a poultry processing plant.
The plant has attracted established migrant workers who also work in
peach orchards. The district of 760 has received up to 100 children.

The children and their families need social, health and educational
services. The GED/Adult Education and social service agencies have been
asked to help. The SEA Migrant Office has given money for bilingual"
tutors. The Southcast Missouri Migrant Center is a resource for materials.

The school district has been hesitant to report the numbers of
Limited English Proficiency students because they do not know how to
identify them and because they do not have the financial and human
resources to assist the children. Our major concerns are: conveying
information about available social services; properly identifying language
and educational needs of children and adults; providing appropriate
language and content arca instruction, and identifying human and financial
resources. (Excerpted from a critical incident submitted by a uni-ersity
faculty member.)

PR

Ken C. Erickson
Topecka, Kansas




THE EFFECTIVENESS AND EFFICIENCY OF THE BILINGUAL
PROGRAMS FOR LANGUAGE MINORITY STUDENTS AND L.E.P STUDENTS

A Statement to the Chairman of the Elementary. Secondary.
and Vocatlonal Educatlon Subcommittee on the Reauthorlzatlon
of tne Billngual Educational Act for 1993

by
GLORIA MATTA TUCHMAN

Depending on, with whom you talk or what ljterature you review,

you wlil get varylng theorles and research as to the applicatlon

of Blllngual Education. [t is a dllemma to those who are lnvolved in
the eaucational field. as well as the average lay person who is not
tamiliac wlitn educational Issues. Billngual education is not
coniroversial in terms ¢f good or bad, out in terms of purpose and
effectiveness. | am not against bilingualism or any degree of
mu'titingualiam. The ability to speak and comprehend more than one
language 1e an asset for anyone. [t opens new avenues of knowledge

ana appreciatlons. and understandinrgs.

The billngual debate has peen centered around the Issue of flexlbiltity
in cetermining the appropriate method of instruction and the amount

of funding that should be provided for speclal alternatlive
instructional programs. The current federal budget exceeds $3%8%$ anc
anc the current state budget exceeds $3$98. Leglsiatlon reauthorizing
the Federal Bilingua! Education Act will be addressed by Congress in
1993. Current leglslation designates that 75% of funding goes to
transitiona! oi1ilngual e-aucallon (natlve tanguage instructlon) ana 25".
ot fundlng goes to alternative instructlonal prcgrams. There should
ce NO CAP placed on the funding since translitioral billnjual eaucation
has never b‘en proven to be the most guperior method of instruction
tor teaching limited English students. HNo program has %een more
heavlly funded. or better establlshed than transitional billngual
egucation. Natlonwide. as well as statewlce, funding for thls type

of Instructlon has increased nearly 100 fold from Its original
funding.

Questions are Increasingly beln asked about lts purpose, Its
effectiveness, and its future. The purpose of Bllingual Educatlion 18

to *transition® limited Eng'ish speakling Students from theic native
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tongue to Engllsh and to produce the highest Engllsh language
achlevement of which that student s capable.

The dlsgraceful treatment of linguistic minoritles
in this couniry--the mislabeling of iimlted
English proflclency chiidren as mentally retarded.
their high dropout or pushout rate because they
have been allowed to flounder in an allen. hostile
environment., or actually punished for using their
mother tongue--may have Infiuenced many soclal
scientists, bllingual sducation lawyers. and revlewers
of the research to belleve that any pollicy which ignores
the mother tongue In favor of English Is racist, and any
pollcy which malntalns mother tongue, however inagequately,
i s equitable. Thls has created an atmosphere in which It
Is all too easy to interpret flawed studles as support
for billingual education and to reject or ignore competent,
relevant studles as support for bilingual educatlon and
to reject or ignore competent, relevant studles with
¢ conflicting fl1naings. (Christine H. Rossell & J. M. Ross.
The Social Sclence Evidence on Bllingual Eaucatlon, 1988.

1 can tell you from 29 years of firsthand experlence of teaching
limitec English stucents that transitional bliingual eaucatlon |s
not the solution. I do not concur with the theoty of teaching
children to read and write In thelr native language before
tearning English. 1 feel that natlve language teaching leads to
frustration and confusion because many puplis are often as
handicapped in the knowledge of their so-called mother tongue as
they are In English. As regards to the Instructional program. the
time and effort placed on bllingual Instruction decreases the time

and effort glven to English and other subjects resulting In limited

English taught puplls belng Increasingly left tfarther and farther

behind thelr peer group and age level.

Bilingual education must be reformed lf 1t Is to adequately meet

the needs of these students. | am a proponent of English Immersion or

Sheitered inmersion. It is an organizea currlculum that Includes

English language development. primary language assistance it possibie.
¢ anc nasic Skills that are developed through Engllish. A lesson can be

jinguistically Simple. but the content can be complex. It I1s a

technique that moves at a slower pace and employs simple vocabulary

Visual alds are a necessity and when that

1 belleve

and common sense.

coesn t work. actual hands on experience is utllized.

that the State can operate its bliingual educatlon program more
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etfectively and efficlently by empioying this method ot Instruction.
meeting the goals set forth by Ofttice of Civil Rignts (OCR'S)
Feaera! Reguiations.

Subersion Is & curriculum designed for natlve speakers of Engllsh,

but It has no special Instructlonal activities to meet the needs

"ot limited English proficient students Often this curriculum |s

referred to as 'sink or swim.* [ do not favor this teaching method

for ‘imited Engllsh students.
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AN EVALUATION OF PROGRAMS FOR PUPILS WITH LIMITED PROFICIENCYY

IN ENGLISH
The Leglslature asked the Callfornla Department ox Education (CDE>
In 1988 to contract for an evaluatlon of services for limited Engllish
proticlent students I Cailfornla. Ironlcally, thousands of dollars
were pald for a study that assessed flve speciflic Limited Engllsh
Proficlent (LEP) learning programs, instead of assessing the chlidren
within those programs. The study was called "Heeting the Challenge of
of Language Diversity.® The programs dlscussed were 1) ESL Pul'l-out
2) Shelteced Engilsh 3> Blllngual Late Bxlt 4) Bilingual Early Exit

5) Double Immerslon talso call Dual Impersion or Two Way Blllngual)

This report |s deceptively naive. [t states that Catlfornia °faces
a complex challenge of educating a rap!dly growing number of language
minorlty students.®

This Is not a nev challenge. It |s an old crisls. One that has been
sldestepped by pollticians and administcators allke for decades. For
fust as Jong. one method of Instructing LEP Students has been favored

over others: Transitlonal Blilngual Egucation!

The facts would atfirm the necessity for addressing thls crlisls.

a) Two-thirgs of Calitornla‘s new arrivais In 1990 were Immigrants.

b) The Aslan population grew by over 100%. The Latino population
by nearly 70%.

However. the Study alsoc says the state will soon Instruct one

mitllon LEP’s within the K-12 system. 68.4% of all LEP's are

curcently at the K-6 level. It Is an undisputed fact that early

lemersion In & second language guaranteee the highest level of fluency

In that language.

in other words ------ as with most things in life ------

the longer that learning 1s delayed, the less thoroughly It will be

absorbed. Polint belng. only the *Shel!tered or Engllsh Iimmersion®

method encourages lmmediate acquisition of Engllish and succeeds at

beling the most cost effective for teaching LEP students.




THE BIASES OF THE STUDY

“Meeting the Challenge of Language Diversity*
An Evaluation of Programs for Pupils with Limlited Proflclency
In English
February 1992

I have maior pcoblems with the overtly political tone of thls study.

The study d!d not state clear findings that might be beneficlal
to the resolution of the problems currently faclng LEP chlidren,

bllingual educatlon and Callfornia‘s crumbling eaucational program
as a whole.

It avolded the reallties of Callfornla‘s education when dlscussing
LEP students:

3 ‘Fifteen yaars ago the Supreme court found the schools had a
4 outy to provide spectal programs for students who do not
speak English. The U.S. Department of Education Imposed
policies In response to the Lau decislion that made bllinguatl
education pregoeams the dominant way the achools met this auty.
in retrospect, the research we have looked at Indicates the
U.S. Department of Education, the courts. Congress, and
Several states made an error of eplc dimensions. There vas
no research support for the ceclsion when they made It.
(Epsteln 1978; Baker and de Lanter. 1981). The research
conducted auring the following decade and a half further
demonstrated the fallure of bilingual eaucatlion programs as
& civil rlghts poitcy.*

(Congress also made a major contribution to the spread of
blllngual education programs In the way It wrote and amended
ESEA Titte vII.) :

The courts also played a major role. abetted by school
districts that agreed billngual education programs were
desirable, but too EXPENSIVE. (See Baker and de Kanter, 1986:
Baker and Rossell, 1985: and Rossell and Bake:, 1990,
Bllingual Eaucaticn: Time to Take a Second Look?)

©) The availabi(ity of bllingual teachers for the
100 lunxcn«ges represented in Callfornla schools Is not
a realistic and practical solution. p.2

Segregation of LEP et dents from their English speak!ng peers.
what‘s more, segrega’ion didn‘t work In tha South. Segregating
tanguage-minority children who are just starting out, and are
In search of a traglle, illuslve self-ldentity and hungry for
challenge and knowledge, Is a 1lving contradiction to
everythlng educatlon and learning {s all about.

It falls to make note of past and current Hispanlc (majority
LEP> drop-out rates, sinking tests scores and shrinking college
entrance statistics and thelr relation to the transitlonal
bilingual program In place.

“The California Postsecondary Ecucatlon Cammlission. In a study
on high school graduates ellglble for the Unlversity of
Callfornia by Race and Et ':ity, reveals alarming statlstics.
In 1990 only 3.9% of Latinu high school graduates were
qualifled to enter the UC system, as compared to 32.2% Aslian
and 12,7% White. Among those graduates who took the SAT. when
broken cdown by race and ethniclty, Latino students came In
dead-last, at 30% compared with Aslans at 70%.°

It was stated that schools do not have valld and ongotng
assesmnents of the performance for students with |imitea
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proficiency in English, Therefore. the state and the public
cannot hold Schoois accountable for LEP students achleving

high levels of performance. This 18 unexcuseable!

The bllingual program that has been In place In a majority

of school districts for decades must be held accountable

tor fallure to adequately educate milllons cf chlldren

In becoming Engllsh proficient. That was the Intent of the law.
Schools can certalnly be held accountable for implement Ing
on-going assessment efforts. Reclassification IS the measure
of *success® of & program for LEP students. The fear of losing
funding for reclassified students is a blg concern of districts
and 1s one of the weaknessess of the program. There is NO
incentlve to ceclassify LEP students.

It was stated that the Legisiature should Increase the level
of state funding, and review the current funding mechanlsms,
for programs and services for LEP students. <p.29) .
1 requested costs fcr the bilingual educatlon program at the
state level and they were not accessable from the Department
of Flnance or the Department of Education. No one was able to
to answer any questions regarding budgetary flgures for
bilingual education at the Department of Education. The
Department of Flnance stated that there I8 no way to track
monetary flgures by the way It disperses funds to the school
districts. Addi*tlonal funding 1s not the solutlon.
ACCOUNTABILITY OF TAXPAYER DOLLARS 1S THE SOLUTION:!!!!

f

~

SUGGESTED RECOMMENDATIONS TO THE LITTLE HOOVER CUMMISSION

AGditional funding IS not the solutlon. Redlrectlon of funding
and accountability of the School Districts tn educating LEP
stugents |n becoming English proficlent must be mandated by the
publlc. For example: Pre-schoo! and Headstart programs should
be emphasizing eacly English lmmersion, as was the orlginal
Intent of the program when it was Initlated In the ‘50’s. English
ismersion programs, Intensive Engllsh Language Development,
Newcomer, Prolect Ease and Language Learning Center programs will
lead students to knowledge, understanding, and Independence to
achieve ENGLISH PROFICIENCY!!

Flexibliity of School Districts to address thelr Individual
bliingual instructional needs should not be unduly restricted
by the State Department of Educatlon. School Districts should
be allowed a great deai of discretlon in program design.

Title Vi does not mandate any partlicular program ot Instruction
¢or LEP students accoraing to the policy update of Sept. 27. 1991
by the Otfice of Ctvll Rights (OCR:.

NO CAP should be placed on the funding allocated at the Federal
levei for the Billngua! Educatlon Act. Current leglslation
geslgnates that 75% of funding goes to translitional blllngual
ecucation (native language Instruction) and 25% of fundlng goes
to alternatlve instructional programs (Engllish instruction).

Special credentlaling of all teachers. Including language
speclalists and classroom teachers should not be required by the
State Department of Ecucation. Judge Jensen concluded that the
evidence showed: *that good teachers are 9ood teachers no matter
what the ecucational challenge may be. The plaintifts’ evidence
did hot support the claim that LEP students should be taught only
py teachers or tutors holding specialized credentlals.® (CF.Teresa
P. v. Beckeley U.5.D., 724 F. Supp.698, 714, N.D. Cal. 1989)

Staft Oevelépmnt and tralning of staff that work with LEP
students can be done at the local level. Dissemination and

Information that reflects Engllsh Language Development from
from an unblased point of view by practitioners and resedrchers
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should be authorized by the State Depariivent of Educatlon.

Dr. Herbert J. Walberg of the Unlv. of Iiilnols stated in the
(GAO Report) March 1987 to Congress, *that the total population
of opinion is ilkely to be biased because mos ~f the research
and synthesis [n this field has Deen carried . “ose who have
been funded by "true bellevers® within and o. . government
intent on showing the superiority of a singie approach. Getting
Information from such sources Is |lke asking your barber if you
need a haircut,’

7) Parental consent for enroliment In the program.

CONCLUSIONS

Headstart was begun nearly three decades ago. My mother. Mary Lydia
Garza and my father. Manue! N. Matta helped found 1t In Arizona.

My step-father. Dr. George J. Garza was Ratlonal President of

League of Latin American Clitlzens (LULAC), and created the °‘Little
School of 400° that was the model for what we know to be *Project
Heaastart.® [Its original jntent was to promote recuced schoo!
truancy. and fever referrals to speclal ectication for disadvantaged
chlldren. It was also aimed at teachlng them *400° basic Engllsh
words so they would be prepared to start school.

According to Dr. Llly Wong Fillmore, a Professor at U.C. Berkeley.
‘Language-minority chlldren who attend preschools where Engllish Is
spoken -- are far more [lkely to abandon thelr primary language.

wiil have dlfficulty comnunlcating with thelr famllies, and put

thelr (amlly values at rlsk.* °*The ilkellhood of chlldren forfeliting
and losing their primary languages as they learn English poses a major
problem in the flirst place.” The message here Is clear: Protect the
failed bllingual educatlion system and the jobs that wlil be lost, with

your lives!!

The Natlonal Assoclatlon of Billngual Education (NABE) and The
Californla Assoclation of Blllngual Educatlon are accomplices In
calling for less English Instruction for language-minority children.
James Lyons is the Executlve Director of NABE. He reaches for the
trendy. siren-call of *famliy values® to pound home hls polnt:

*The immer=ion cf LEF chlldren in Engllsh programs at the ages of 3 or
4 presents the risk of grave psychologlcal harm.® he says. °*At root,

they are being taught to disrespect their parents.' Teachers are not
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promoting dlsrespect in the classroom. Since when ls learning a host

country 8 language disrespectful?

1t is an undisputed fact that early lmmeralon In a Second language
guarantees the highest level of fluency In that language. In other
words., as mentioned earlier. facts conflrm the longer that learning
is celayed. the less thoroughly it will be apsorbed.

In fact. Mr. Lyons’ flawed hypothes!s presupposes two falled notlons:
1> that limited English proficlent children are incapable of retalning
a lifetime 8 xnowledge of one language -- onlvy to have it pushed out
of tnheir mind when asked to learn a second language.

2) that by pitting the prospects of educatlonal advancement for thelr
children., agalnat the bleax backdrop of a crumbling family structure
that affected familles would be forced Into a false cholce of future
wquccess tor thelr children or the Immediate ruln of famlly 1lfe as
they know-ll.

Furthermore, NABE states, *chllidren have to learn English, but they
should not be required to do so untll thelr natlve languages are
stable enough to handle the Inevitable encounter with English and all
it means.*®

Can you feel the rumble of a new government bureaucracy coming
Callfornla‘s way? Stlcking 1ts nose further into your life to
cetermine when a chlld actually will be ceemed *stable’ enough to
proceed onto Engllish?

Can you hear the politiclans bickering over the rules and regulations.
tighting for the Clght to make what should be a parent’s decislon?

1f ever agults were putting handcuffs on kias -- fimited in thelr

Engllsh or not -- curping thelr expectations, when educational freedon
js what trey re young minds beckon for. then billngua! education ls an
tragic examp.e of that.

No one ts asking parents tc force the.~ chlidren to abandon thelr
natise language. bt rather to nelp thea puiia upon the

toundatior ! ner,tage they arready possess.

A herltage .4 mucr 'ike a prop:e: they need not disavow a historic

past to build a shinipg future. Parents are taclng those steps
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everyday In Californla and they do It out of :hance more than
cholce. [It's the classic American chance. It's the chance thelr
children will do a llttle better than they did, succeed where they
failea. and thrive where they are stymied by their language
ilmitations.

In shert, no single Issue facing Callfornia cepresents more of a

micror of what the future of Callfornla will look ilke than the

shape of our bliingual educatlon policy. It !s a pure econamic
question: Can our chlidren succeed without iearning English? HNo, not
In the International market-place. Shouldn’t America be teaching Its

own chlidren the language of the land?

Disregard for a moment that the State’s recognlized blllngual educatlon
policy nas never been valldated In any sclentiflc or expert study as a
success. However, a State-sponsored study did uncover evidence that
Callfornla‘s primary language instruction program !s *Ineffective® in
promoting Engllsh language proficlency and cannot be held accountable.
Accountability s paramount to lmproving the educational system. and
saving taxpayer dollars.

In fact. Juage Jensen stated |n a 1989 Berkeley Schoct District court
case that “no Imperlatl valldation....that teachers with special
credentlals, or more education produce children with higher

achievement than teachers without these credentlals.*®

in the final anaiysis. i belleve. it {8 within Callfornla s grasp to
send a clear message to the natlon by demonstrating the colle:tlve
will to turn a fatled bli:ngual educatlon program into one that
empowers chlidgren. Tn!s can be acnleved through redirectlon ot
funaing tc Eng'lisn Immereson programs that will lead students to
know!edge. understancing and |naependence to achieve Engllish

proticiency

1 belleve an jssue as far-ranglng am this deserves to be heard |n the
tresh alr of pub!ic debate. Therefore. it would be my honcs to

testify before your Coummisslon on this matter.
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